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*  *  *  *  # 


DANIEL  ELLSBERGt  Well,  as  I  think  I  told  you  the  other  day, 

I  looked  forward  to  meeting  you  as  a  man 
who  had  awakened,  a  man  who  had  changed  his  life,  sharply, 
away  from  a  life  pattern  very  similar  to  mine;  and,  in 
particular,  I  sensed  that  you  are  about  the  same  age  — 

I  didn't  realize  that  you  were  older  than  I  -- 

RAM  DASS :  ...by  one  day!  Come  on,  now!  ...then  I  expect 
respect,  too! 

DE  --so  I'm  very  happy  to  meet  someone  my  age  that  I  do  feel 
I  have  a  lot  to  learn  from  and  who  wants  to  meet  me. 

RD  And  it  was  true  that  when  I  came  to  your  house  the  other 
day,  bringing  an  offering  of  cheese,  I  was  coming  in 
very,  very  awed  at  the  opportunity  to  meet  you  because 
you  represented  a  statement  to  me  of  principle  and  of 
human  concern  and  somebody  I  have  looked  at  from  afar. . . 
followed  your  trial  and  followed  the  whole  Pentagon  Papers 
period  with  great  concern.  My  problem  has  been  that  pur¬ 
suing  what's  called  the  spiritual  path,  I've  sort  of 
stayed  back  from  the  culture,  not  wanting  to  get  too  in¬ 
volved  in  the  market  place  for  fear  I'd  get  lost  in  it. 

So,  ever  since  I  left  Harvard  --  and  both  of  us  share  the 
fact  that  in  some  way  we  were  slightly  ostracized  by  our 
old  colleagues  somewhere  in  our  lives... 

DE  ...both  "slightly"!  I  think 

there's  a  sociological  term  called  "ceremonies  of  degra¬ 
dation"  ! 

RD  That's  a  nice  one! 

DE  ...I  lost  my  clearance... 

RD  ...and  I  was  fired  right  before 

final  exams.  I  mean  they  wouldn't  even  let  me  give  finals 
But  then  I  began  to  feel  like  I  wasn't  honoring  my  incar¬ 
nation,  as  I've  said  to  you  before,  and  I  had  to  figure 
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out  what  it"  meant  to  honor  my  father  and  honor  my  religion 
and  honor  my  sexuality  and  honor  my  citizenship  and  honor 
my  membership  in  the  world  community  and  in  the  ecosphere, 
and  so  on.  So  what  I've  been  doing  for  the  past  five 
years  (or  ten  years,  now)  is  trying  to  figure  out  how  to 
integrate  the  kind  of  spaciousness  of  mind  that  comes 
with  meditation  and  spiritual  practices  and  the  involve¬ 
ment  in  the  life  without  getting  lost  in  it.  What  you 
represent  for  me  is  a  teacher  about  involvement  and  con¬ 
cern  and  caring  and  to  have  interaction  with  you  rather 
than  with  people  who  keep  reinforcing  my  perception  is 
important  to  me  at  this  point.  That's  part  of  what  brings 
me  here  now. 

DE  Well,  I  start  from  the  assumption  --  another  thing  I  know 
about  what  you've  done  —  that  what  you're  doing  then  and 
now  is  of  great  importance  to  the  world,  to  consciousness; 
and  I  know  many  people  who  have  followed  your  writing  and 
listened  to  you  have  had  their  lives  changed  by  it... 

...very  impressed.  I,  myself,  have  with  much  less  con¬ 
centration  read  in  these  areas  enough  and  talked  to  people 
enough  to  feel  it's  of  major  importance  that  you  do  what 
you're  doing.  We'll  talk  more  about  what  that  is,  I'm 
sure. 

It's  not  exactly  (obviously)  what  I'm  doing  and  I'm  sure 
that  the  lesson  for  us  getting  together  will  not  be  for 
either  of  us  to  convince  the  other  to  stop  what  he  is 
doing  and  do  something  else  --  but  there  are  things  to 
learn  from  each  other. 

RD  We  may  be  doing  the  same  thing.  We  may  just  be  doing  it 
from  a  slightly  different  perceptual  space. 

DE  I've  just  been  looking  at  some  of  the  things  you  gave  me 
the  other  day  that  you'd  written  and  I  noticed  that  you 
defined  —  and  I  take  it  absolutely  as  you  say  it  -- 
that  your  path  is  wisdom  and  you  want  to  be  a  wise  person 
and  to  pass  that  on.  And  I  realized>as  I  read  that,  that 
that's  not  how  I  do.  I  do  see  myself  as  a  seeker  of 
wisdom  and  that  I  take  that  seriously.  I  have  some  ideas 
of  what  that  means.  I  have  not  yet,  to  this  point,  felt 
that  I  was  ready  or  that  it  was  my  role,  compared  to  other 
things,  to  pass  that  on. 

RD  ...but  you  do  it  all  the  time;  you're  speaking  all  the  time. 

DE  ...noj  well,  I  speak,  but  I  emphasize  (perhaps  much  more 

than  I  should  have  from  many  points  of  view)  but  I  empha¬ 
size  information  and  I  give  them  information,  definitely 
not  wisdom,  information  that  they  can  chew  over,  and 
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theory,  and  work  on. . . 

RD  Well,  yes,  but  isn't  that  the  way  in  which  you  interpret 
wisdom  at  this  point? 

DE  No;  no  it  isn't.  I  make  a  big  distinction  in  my  mind  in 
that.  For  example  --  not  necessarily  to  go  to  the  most 
fundamental  thing  --  but  I  regret  the  fact  that  I  rea¬ 
lize  that  during  the  whole  Vietnam  war  I  said  very  little 
about  Gandhi.  I  said  a  lot  about  non-violent  civil  dis¬ 
obedience,  so  that  basic  message  more  or  less  got  through. 
But  on  the  other  hand,  I  should  have  referred  people  to 
texts  that  would  have  given  them  more  of  a  context  and 
taught  them  more  about  it.  And  I  know  why  I  didn't, 
basically.  I  felt  that  I  was  trying  to  present  something 
that  I  wanted  them  to  understand  was  a  very  good  thing 
for  Americans  to  do.  And  I  thought  "God"  would  sound 
exotic  --  very  simply. 

RD  ...exotic.  And  they'd  say  'Well,  look  at  India's  pre¬ 
dicament.  .  .  ' 

DE  Also,  I  didn't  want  to  present  myself  as  a  sectarian  of 

some  kind  —  which  I  wasn't,  on  the  whole.  The  truth  was 
(and  I  did  say  this  from  time  to  time;  I  didn't  hide  it, 
exactly,  I  just  didn't  bring  it  up)  --but  if  the  question 
came  "What  changed  you?"  I  certainly  did  not  neglect  to 
say  that  books  like  Joan  Bondurant's  The  Conquest  of  Vio¬ 
lence.  on  Gandhi,  and  Barbara  Deming's  work  Revolution 
and  Eq uilibrium. . .Martin  Luther  King's  writing... 

RD  But  you're  still  coming  back  to  "information"  and  my 

feeling  is  that  the  fact  that  you  read  those  books  and 
that  they  did  influence  you  affects  the  nature  of  your 
being  in  the  role  of  a  wiseman;  the  way  in  which  you  say 
things  is  affected  by  what  you  read.  I  don't  think  that, 
ultimately,  which  metaphor  you  speak  or  the  particular 
stuff  you  talk  about  is  the  only  transmission  that's 
coming  from  a  human  being. . . 

DE  ...the  truth  is  that  I  tend  to  (partly  from  guilt  over 
not  writing  more  and  the  feeling  that  the  only  way  I 
can  get  the  information  out  is  by  lecturing  —  and  I 
must  do  this  in  lieu  of  writing  if  I'm  not  going  to  write) 
--  the  result  is  lectures  that  on  the  whole  are  not  that 
different  from  an  earlier  consciousness.  They're  the 
kind  of  seminar  lectures  that  I  would  have  given  before  -- 
probably  not  what  people  really  want  to  hear,  but  they 
get  what  they  can  from  it. 
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DE  I  know  that  I  don't  know  how  to  change  the  society  in 

ways  that  will  markedly  reduce  the  likelihood  of  nuclear 
devastation  in  the  next  generation.  I  know  that  I'm 
searching  very  hard  and  I'm  reflecting  on  that  and  I  try 
various  things  and,  of  course,  I  have  ideas  as  to  what 
may  be  better  than  other  ways,  what  may  help,  and  I'm 
always  looking  for  new  ways.  But  I'm  very  far  from 
thinking  I  have  the  answer,  or  I  know  how  to  do  it. 

I'm  not  convinced  at  this  point  that  the  answer  lies 
within  Buddhism  as  it  has  generally  been  evolved  here. . . 
in  other  words,  that  Buddhists  or  given  Buddhists  like 
yourself  or  Buddhism  as  a  group  --  I  don't  think  yet 
they  know  how  to  do  it,  and  that  is  a  rather  specific 
comment  about  Buddhism  which  I  would  make  about  most 
everywhere  else  I  might  look,  either;  I  don't  know  who 
has  the  answer  —  Marxist  or  not,  either. . . 

RD  I,  first  of  all,  am  not  a  Buddhist. 

DE  Oh,  I'm  sorry. . . 

RD  ...no,  you  don't  have  to  be  sorry,  it's  ok. 

I'm  also  a  Buddhist,  all  right?  I'm  a  Jewish-Hindu- 
Christian-Buddhist. . .Islamic;  ...a  Zoroastrian  Buddhist. 

I  don't  have  an  answer  either,  but  when  all  we  have  are 
strategies  for  moving  towards  the  answer. . . 

...one  of  my  parallels  is  like  --  I  work  with  individual 
people  who  are  dying  and  here  we're  dealing  with  the  po¬ 
tential  death  of  a  culture... or  of  all  people,  mankind. 

We  see  this  kind  of  massive  denial  phenomenon  going  on 
that  is  the  same  thing  that  happens  when  you've  just 
been  told  that  you've  got  cancer.  You  say,  "oh,  wrong 
X-rays;  couldn't  be  me..."  That's  the  denial.  When 
I  talk  to  doctors  about  dealing  with  dying  and  with 
people  who  have  cancer,  I  see  that  they  get  trapped  in 
feeling  that  they  must  cure  'the  person  and  it  seems  to 
me  often  very  presumptuous,  because  they  really  don't 
have  the  wisdom  to  know  why  the  illness  is  there  and 
whether  or  not  the  person  should  be  cured.  Part  of  it 
comes  out  of  their  own  fear  of  death  and  their  fear  of 
the  unknown.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  if  I  can  under¬ 
stand  what  action  that  comes  out  of  perfect  clarity  comes 
from...  It  comes  from  a  quietness  of  mind  that  says 
"I  do  what  I  do  because  that's  what  I  do;  but  what  happens 
as  a  result  of  it  is  what  happens  as  a  result  of  it." 

And  your  attachment  to  bringing  about  the  change  of  the 
culture  may  or  may  not  be  an  asset  to  doing  exactly  what 
you  want  to  do. 

DE  Isn't  that  true  of  your  attachment  to  enlightenment? 
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RD  Yeah,  to  the  extent  that  it's  an  attachment  to  enlighten¬ 
ment. 

DE  And  is  it  not? 

RD  It's  one  of  the  things  you  have  to  give  up,  finally, 

until  finally  you  just  are  what  you  are  and  you  do  what 
you  do.  And  it's  nothing  special.  The  attachment  to 
enlightenment  is  one  you  use  to  extricate  yourself  from 
other  attachments;  it's  like  using  a  thorn  to  get  rid  of 
another  thorn  in  your  foot  and  then  you  throw  both  thorns 
away  --  it's  just  another  method.  But  how  we  go  about 
the  strategy  for  finding  out  —  like  I  think  we  could 
agree  that  one  of  the  things  that  seems  valuable  is 
sharing  information.  We  both  agree  to  that.  But  ano¬ 
ther  way  I  experience  it  is  the  sharing  of  emptiness, 
or  another  strategy,  which  is  the  strategy  of  listening, 
of  listening  to  hear  what  you  do  from  moment  to  moment. 

When  I  walk  into  a  room  with  a  person  who's  dying,  I  don't 
walk  in  with  a  model  ("now  what  I'll  do  is  I'll  say  'hello' 
and  then  I  will  put  them  at  ease;  now  I  will  work  to  see 
if  they're  meditating  properly...”)  I  really  have  to 
walk  in  naked  each  time.  It's  interesting,  because  you 
throw  yourself  into  the  existential  moment  in  your  naked¬ 
ness,  just  accepting  that  what  I  am,  in  my  truth,  is  the 
best  I  can  offer  to  bring  about  the  change  of  the  situation. 

To  the  extent  that  I  am  concerned  about  the  nuclear  con¬ 
flagration  in  an  abstract  way,  all  of  my  communications 
will  be  somehow  conveying  that  abstractness.  Even  if  I 
try  to  talk  emotions,  it  will  still  convey  that.  To  the 
extent  that  I  can  grok  (or,  in  my  being  there  is  a  right¬ 
ness  about  acting  to  stop  holocaust  —  it's  coming  from 
that  deeper  place  — )  then  it  may  indeed,  the  single 
human  heart  may,  indeed,  change. . .much. 

DE  To  go  back  to  a  remark  you  made  much  earlier:  I  do  take 
as  my  preoccupation  the  postponing  and  avoiding  of  a 
nuclear  war;  and  it  would  kill,  I  believe,  not  all  life 
on  earth.  I  think  Edward  Teller  is  right;  he  convinces 
me  on  the  evidence.  It  wouldn't  kill  everybody,  as  he 
said.  Most  people  would  probably  live;  it  would  kill 
half  a  billion  to  a  billion  people;  that's  what  we're 
talking  about.  I  am  devoting  my  life  to  learning  how  to 
act  to  stop,  to  reduce  that.... 

I  am  aware  --  I  really  am  aware  —  quite  specifically  that, 
as  you  said  about  someone,  "Maybe  they  should  be  allowed 
to  die...";  maybe  the  human  species,  maybe  the  Northern 
Hemisphere  should  be  allowed  to  die.  Let  me  give  you, 
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just  to  show  that  I  know  it,  some  arguments  that  are  not 
at  all  frivolous,  I  think.  The  argument  can  he  made  -- 
even  better  twenty  years  ago,  but  even  now  --  if  the  war 
comes  sooner  it  will  be  less  threatening  to  all  life  on 
earth  than  if  it  comes  ten  years  from  now.  Second. . . 

RD  It's  getting  passe  pretty  quickly,  isn't  it?  ..irrelevant.. 

DE  No,  not  necessarily.  You  know,  somebody  said  to  me  this 

morning  on  the  phone,  "Keep  in  mind,"  they  said,  "probably 
they  have  even  bigger  and  better  things  in  biological 
and  genetic  engineering..."  I  said,  "Thank  you  for  that 
thought  for  the  day!" 

But  it  is  true,  actually.  They  are  moving  along:  chemi¬ 
cal  warfare,  biological  warfare,  and  so  forth.  So,  the 
other  point  is  that  maybe  it  is  right,  dialectically; 
maybe  it  is  right  in  the  dance  of  history  that  other  spe¬ 
cies  should  be  allowed  to  survive  and  that  requires  the 
elimination  either  of  humanity  or  the  technically  advanced 
part  of  humanity  with  its  engines.  That's  not  a  trivial 
thought  at  all.  If  you  care  about  the  animals  and  the 
grass. . . 

RD  ...in  other  words,  if  you  stand  back,  there  may  be  broader 
laws  under  which  this  is  all  happening  than  the  ones  which 
we  can  see  because  our  eyes  are  clouded  by  our  own  fear 
of  death,  or  the  fear  of  death  of  the  species,  and  that 
we  can't  stand  back  far  enough,  perhaps,  to  see  the  law 
in  which  all  that  operates.  There's  that  argument.  I 
can  hear  that  one. 

DE  Maybe  I  work  hard  and  maybe  effectively.  Grace  has  given 
me  to  be  effective  at  preventing  a  particular  war  -- 
nuclear  war.  And  again  I  have  to  say  it  is  my  belief  that 
limited  nuclear  wars  are  possible.  This  doesn't  fill  me 
with  happiness,  by  the  way.  One  of  the  most  anguishing 
thoughts  is  the  horror  of  an  era  of  limited  nuclear  wars. 
They  get  people  increasingly  persuaded  that  it  really  is 
safe  and  you  do  more  of  it  and  then  the  big  blow-up  comes. 
Even  if  it  doesn't  come,  the  idea  of  carrying  on  strate¬ 
gic  bombing  —  that  is,  massacre  —  on  the  scale  that  a 
limited  nuclear  war  would  be  --  let's  just  say  that  tens 
of  millions  of  people  (leaving  nearly  everybody  in  the 
world  left),  but  this  as  deliberate  massacre  as  techno¬ 
logically  engineered  and  contrived  as  the  final  solution 
by  Hitler  —  to  think  that  that  final  solution  or  a  My- 
Lai  kind  of  operation,  individual  killing  of  hundreds  of 
people,  can  become  the  project  of  a  society,  of  my  own 
society,  deliberately,  in'  which  they  are  deliberately 
paying  taxes,  supporting  this,  applauding  it,  knowing 
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what  they  are  doing...  That  is  a  horrible  thought  to  me, 
terribly  anguishing.  So  I  try  to  avoid  this.  Now,  it 
could  easily  be  said  --  let's  say  that  by  tremendous 
luck  the  people  I'm  working  with  at  a  given  moment  and  I 
(never  by  myself)  do  postpone  such  a  war  and  maybe  later, 
of  course,  it's  possible  someone  else  could  say  with 
great  validity  and  evidence,  "...That  was  the  war  that 
could  have  avoided  what  really  came  later. .. could  have 
awakened  them,  could  have  warned  them..."  Like  Three 
Mile  Island. . . 

RD  ...like  Three  mile  Island;  Three  Mile  Island  is  the 

perfect  example,  exactly. 

DE  ...and  yet  people  did  work  to  avoid  a  core  melt-down 
there.  We  can  easily  see  that  a  core  melt-down  which 
would  have  killed  a  lot  of  people  over  the  long  run 
might  have  saved  us. 

RD  ...might  have  saved  the  world... 

DE  Nevertheless,  if  I  had  been  at  Three  Mile  Island,  I 

would  have  gladly  taken  the  moral  responsibility  to  try 
to  prevent  the  melt-down.  And  what  I'm  doing  now,  it's 
a  commitment  that  I  have  taken  --  so  when  I  hear  you  say 
"How  are  you  sure  the  person  doesn't  want  to  die?  You're 
being  arrogant  as  a  physician  and  deciding  that  they're 
not  going  to  be  allowed  to  die..."  In  full  uncertainty 
and  anguish  about  the  situation,  I  have  currently  taken 
a  commitment  --  and  I  really  have  in  my  adult  life  (I 
could  say  throughout. . .maybe  it  will  change  someday) 
taken  this  commitment.  I  am  taking  it  on  myself  to  do 
what  I  can  to  push  that  off.  I  don’t  want  that  to  happen. 

RD  I  don't  see  anything  inconsistent  with  doing  that,  and  at 
the  same  moment  allowing  whatever  happens  to  happen,  and 
yet  doing  what  you  can  to  do  it.  I  can  deal  with  that 
paradox.  That  doesn't  seem  so  hard  for  me  to  deal  with. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  mature  coming-together  of  these 
different  traditions  is  the  ability  to  accept.  I  share 
with  you  the  feeling  that  I  would  like  to  have  my  actions 
reduce  the  probability  of  some  kind  of  holocaust.  I 
would  like  those  actions  to  be  that.  At  the  same  moment, 

I  can  understand  doing  all  that  as  an  exercise  working  on 
myself  in  order  to  become  quieter  and  freer  so  that  my 
statement  of  being  is,  indeed,  more  a  statement,  one 
little  cell  of  peace  in  a  universe  of  tom  conflict  and 
fear  and  confusion.  I  can  work  all  that  at  once,  seeming¬ 
ly* 

It  has  to  do,  not  that  the  doctor  works  to  preserve  life, 
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but  his  attachment  to  whether  life  is  preserved  or  not; 
because  his  attachment  to  whether  life  is  preserved  or 
not  colors  his  perception.  And  I  don't  think  it  makes 

him  any  better  doctor.  That  is  what  my  point  is  —  and 

I  don't  think  it  makes  you  any  better  social  activist 
because  of  your  fear  of  the  end  of  that  particular. .. of 
all  the  models  of  fantasies  of  fear  and  skin  being  burned 

off  --  which  is  horrible  --  but  I  don't  think  that  adds 

to  your  effectiveness,  necessarily,  as  a  player. 

DE  You  may  be  right,  and  that  is  within  the  Buddhist  tradi¬ 
tion  to  say  that.  I'm  saying,  sort  of  again,  I'm  not 
sure  you  are  right.  It  seems  to  me  that  what  I'm  doing 
is  involved  with  an  attachment  --  not  just  to  enlighten¬ 
ment,  which  is  what  I  raised  earlier  --  I  admit  it,  I 
recognize  it  --  it  is  an  attachment  to  the  human  exper¬ 
ience,  to  human  life  going  on.  Not  my;  life;  it's  not 
very  attached  to  my;  life;  and  it  doesn't  just  focus  on 
the  nation.  It  is  human  life,  going  on.  It's  an  attach¬ 
ment  --  I'm  not  sure  that  that  attachment  is  unimportant. 

RD  It  seems  to  me  that  y~u  and  I  are  both  animals.  We  are 

both  members  of  the  species,  we  both  reproduce  to  perpetu¬ 
ate  the  species.  And  to  the  extent  that  we  have  that 
identity,  yes,  of  course,  we  want  to  preserve  the  species 
because  of  our  identity  with  it.  That's  the  part  of  us 
that  are  separate  entities.  Again,  I'm  pushing  the  para¬ 
dox,  embracing  the  paradox,  that  there  is  a  part  of  me 
that  wants  to  be  warm  and  sheltered  and  wants  the  children 
of  the  world  to  be  warm  and  sheltered  and  want  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  the  culture  to  flower;  there's  that  part  of  me 
that  is  part  of  a  group  of  separate  entities  like  ants 
building  ant  play  houses  and  keeping  the  game  together 
that  wants  to  play  in  that.  There  is  another  part  of  me 
that  is  very  spacious  and  is  saying  "Ah,  so.  How  inter¬ 
esting.  Ah,  there  goes  that  world.  Oh,  whaddya  know! 

Oh,  look  at  all  the  pain  and  suffering  that  greed  brings 
on  people."  Because  that's  all  who  we  are.  We  have 
created  this.  This  is.  who  we  are.  It's  not  "them"  that 
did  it  to  us.  This  is  the  collectivity  of  the  human 
condition. 

DE  I  know  what  it  feels  like  to  have  this  feeling  of  "look 
at  it  happen..."  "isn't  it  marvelous..."  "...interest¬ 
ing..."  —  whatever  it  is.  I  understand  what  it  means 
to  say  "all  these  things  are  forms  whose  substantialness, 
whose  substantiality,  is  an  illusion."  The  impression 
you  may  have  that  they  may  give  you  of  separateness,  of 
autonomy,  of  individual  power,  of  permanence  --  all  these 
are  illusions,  like  clouds  in  the  air,  like  waves  in  the 
water.  They're  both  connected  and  shifting  and  impermanent, 
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and  unde finable.  That's  important  and  valid. 

I'm  looking,  then,  at  humanity  and  I’m  seeing  a  form  and, 
of  course,  it's  obvious  you  don't  have  to  be  a  mystic  to 
say  "...like  spring  flies,  they  came  and  they  will  go!" 

RD  ...yes,  this,  too,  shall  pass. 

DE  ...they  will  go,  not  only  individually,  but  all  together; 
that's  obviously  the  case  --  and  in  sort  of  a  broad  form, 
they're  impermanent  from  most  materialists '  points  of 
view.  And,  in  the  short  run,  you  could  say  "...and  what 
happens,  let  it  shift;  let  what  happens  happen." 

I  am  saying  something  different.  I  choose.  I  want  this 
to  last  longer  and  I  don't  want  it  to  end  this  way, 
killing  each  other... a  few  of  them  killing  all  the  rest. 

RD  Can't  you  say  that  and  also  say  that  "I  appreciate  that 

it's  just  like  waves  in  the  ocean  and  clouds  in  the  sky."? 
Can't  you  expand  to  have  both  of  those? 

DE  Yes. 

RD  And  won't  they  just  in  some  way  just  balance  it  together? 

I  mean  you  don't  have  to  identify  with  being  the  actor  in 
order  to  be  an  effective  actor. 

DE  You  know,  I  trust  what  you're  doing  in  particular  because 
I  know  something  of  what  you're  doing  and  I  trust  that 
and  I  think  it's  valuable  and  the  more  I  meet  you  —  you 
know,  I  like  you  very  much. . . 

RD  ...I  like  you,  too... 

DE  ...It's  easy  to  learn  from  you.  I  find  it's 

very  open  and  I  trust  it  because  of  that.  I  trust  what 
I  hear  from  you  less  when  I  keep  hearing  the  recurrent 
refrain,  which  I  know  you  do  not  mean,  which  is  "all  forms 
are  forms;  all  forms  are  sort  of  equal;  there  isn't  that 
much  difference;  don't  be  too  attached  to  the  form  of 
life  on  earth  or  humanity."  I  understand,  I  believe,  to 
some  degree,  the  metaphysics  underlying  that  and  I  precise¬ 
ly  at  this  moment  in  my  life  am  skeptical  and  distrust  the 
emphasis  on  that.  I  admit,  that  is,  I  see  a  dualism  in 
Gandhi's  thinking  which  he  saw,  too,  as  a  paradox  against 
his  fundamental... 

RD  ...well  to  me  the  whole  thing  is  paradox,  Dan; 

and  what  the  question  is,  is  whether  the  human  is  a  sub¬ 
tle  enough  entity  and  a  complex  enough  entity  to  be  able 
to  embrace  paradox. 
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DE 


...well,  yeah. .. fine. . . 


RD  ...and  to  me  that's  what  the 

whole  issue  is,  is  embracing  paradox.  I  don't  think 
that  you're  going  to  get  a  completely  logical  conclusion 
of  "therefore,  that's  what  I  should  do".  It  has  to  do 
with  the  embracing  of  paradox  and  the  subtleties  of 
what  kind  of  creative  tension  exists  between  the  one  and 
the  many,  between  'it’s  all  perfect'  and  'it  all  stinks,' 
between  'we  gotta  do  something'  versus  'there's  nothing 
to  do'  --  these  are  all  things  that  are  all  true  from 
my  point  of  view  and  I've  got  to  keep  embracing  out  till 
I  allow  that. 

DE  Ok.  I'm  proposing  to  you  that  you,  personally,  as  an 

experiment  sort  of,  focus  to  try  to  see  what  it  feels  like 
to  focus  on  one  side  of  this  paradox  of  Gandhi's  —  the 
duality  that's  in  the  dualism,  the  non-unity  that  is  in¬ 
volved  in  saying  very  firmly  "human  suffering  is  bad,  is 
worse,  is  different,  is  other-than  non-suffering".  Let 
me  be  a  little  more  specific:  that  not  being  hungry  and 
sick,  while  they  do  not  preclude  enlightenment,  they  do 
not  even  preclude  happiness,  absolutely... 

RD  . . .yes . . . yes . . . and 

I  would  say  that  is  true  and  it  is  also  not  true.  Ok? 

DE  ...  ok ... 

RD  I  mean,  I  think  Amnesty  International  is  great  and  I 

support  it  and  I  send  money  and  I  want  to  help  in  every 
way  I  can  and  I  will  do  what  I  can,  but  at  the  same 
moment  I  understand  the  human  condition  and  I  see  that 
that  is  part  of  a  process  and  I  stand  back  far  enough 
and  I  can  even  raise  the  question  of  whether  the  pri¬ 
soner  is  the  prisoner  or  whether  the  person  who's  impri¬ 
soning  them  is  the  prisoner  and  who's  getting  what  bene¬ 
fit  out  of  it  in  a  spiritual  sense.  And  I'll  deal  with 
the  holocaust  and  all  of  that  at  that  level,  which  is 
very  scary  stuff  to  do  to  justify  suffering. 

DE  Let  me  ask  you,  very  soberly:  are  you  satisfied  with 
what  you  have  done  and  been  with  respect  to  those  par¬ 
ticular  problems?  And  let  me  be  clear. . . 

RD  . . .no,  I  am  not. 

I  think  I'd  be  a  fool  to  think  I  was;  no,  I  am  not. 

DE  And  what  direction  are  you  searching  for  a  way  to... 

RD  I  think  I  have  to  involve  myself  in  the  human  condition 
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more  with  less  fear.  I  think  that  there's  a  period  where 
when  you're  born  you're  born  into  dualism,  into ...  that ' s 
what  the  whole  ego  structure  of  structuring  the  universe 
is  about.  And  then,  if  you  are  blessed  with  the  grace  of 
being  able  to  awaken  to  see  the  unity  that  lies  behind 
the  duality,  you  start  to  root  yourself  in  that  unity 
and  most  of  the  spiritual  practices  are  going  from  the 
Two  to  the  One  --  from  the  duality  into  the  unity. 

But  the  completion  of  the  circle,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned) 
is  then  going  fromthe  One  back  into  the  Two,  and  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  with  that  place  now.  How  to  go  back  into  the  Two; 
but  the  Two  is  different  then  than  it  was  before  you  knew 
the  One.  So  I'm  interested:  now  I'm  only  beginning  to 

feel  after  roughly  twenty  years  of  this  work  that  my  con¬ 
nection  to  the  One  is  strong  enough  and  secure  enough  so 
that  I  can  be  part  of  the  Two  without  getting  so  lost  in 
the  Two  that  I  merely  perpetuate  the  suffering  that  is 
inherent  in  dualism  without  the  reference  point  of  the 
non-dualism. 

So  that’s  exactly  what  I  see.  ■  I  can  come  back 

at  the  rate  that  I  have  the  trust  or  the  faith  or  the 
connection  in  that  non-dualistio  space.  Sure  it's  not 
fast  enough!  I  would  like  to  get  to  the  point  where  as 
the  Sutra  says  "Form  is  no  other  than  formless;  formless 
is  no  other  than  form."  And  the  emptiness  is  in  what 
I'm  doing  and  I'm  right  there,  out  there  like  Mother  Ter¬ 
esa  and  like  you  and  like  a  lot  of  other  beings  who  are 
right  out  there  with  humanity  lifting  up  somebody,  help¬ 
ing  somebody,  walking,  sitting  on  a  railroad  track,  Doing 
It.  To  me,  my  bliss  comes  from  sitting  with  a  dying 
person! 

DE  I  see  an  interesting  comparison  in  the  place  we  are  in 
our  lives.  But  let  me  say,  by  the  way,  I  have  no  doubt 
at  all  that,  given  what  I'm  doing  in  every  aspect  of  it, 

I  have  a  lot  to  learn  precisely  from  these  traditions  that 
you're  talking  about,  about  the  spirit  in  which  to  do  it 
and  how  to  do  it.  I  do  not  feel  that  I’ve  done  this  the 
best  way  it  can  be  done.  It  strikes  me,  though,  as  I  look 
at  the  immediate  problems,  I  hear  you  have  focused  on 
taking  the  social  structure  for  'given'  while  you  worked 
on  yourself  —  and  it  occurs  to  me  'how  does  that  differ 
from  me?'  If  I'm  resisting  you  a  little  bit,  I’m  saying 
that  I'm  taking  myself  as  'given'  or  the  other  people  I 
work  with  as  'given'  to  some  extent,  finding  them  where 
we  can... we  find  each  other  pretty  well;  we  come  together 
in  the  interactions  and  we  find  each  other  and  we  help 
each  other  --  and  we're  not  just  like  everybody  else  but 
we're  all  very  far  from  perfect  in  a  variety  of  ways  and 
we  take  each  other  as  we  are,  pretty  much,  and  we  do  the 
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best  we  can.  So,  in  effect,  we  are  looking  at  a  social 
process  rather  radically  in  the  sense  that  we  want  to 
change  that  fast. 

I  don't  want  there  to  be  a  Russian  Trident  submarine  or 
a  Russian  MX  or  a  Russian  neutron  bomb.  I  very  much  want 
to  avoid  that  and  it  can't  be  avoided  without  foregoing 
our  Trident  and  MX  —  which  I  don't  want  anyway,  either, 
personally  --  but  I  put  that  out  to  the  larger  public. 

This  is  happening ;  we're  getting  the  MXj  we're  trying 
to  stop  that.  We're  trying  to  make  a  difference  there. 

And  we're  doing  with  each  other  as  we  are,  which  isn’t 
to  say  that  it  can't  be  done  better  or  we  shouldn't 
spend  as  much  time  as  we  could,  but  we're  reversing 
what's  'given*  and  what's  to  be  changed  here  a  little 
bit.  And  I  think  you're  saying  --  and  I  agree  with  you, 

I  accept  that  —  not  to  draw  a  strict  dichotomy  between 
those  two,  but  to  see  they  must  come  together. 

RD  In  fact,  the  way  I  presented  it  sounds  like  it  is  linear 
in  time  that  you  grow  up  in  dualism  and  then  you  work  to 
appreciate  non-dualism  and  then  you  come  back  into  dualism, 
bringing  with  you  that  other  thing  --  as  if  that's  a  se¬ 
quence.  In  actual  fact,  the  way  it  seems  to  work  is  it 
might  be  an  oscillating  process,  a  cyclic  process.  That's 
the  way  I  experience  it  --  in  cycles,  in  kind  of  a  spiral 
quality.  Each  time  I  come  back  into  the  world  to  do  some 
action  of  some  sort,  it's  done  from  a  clearer  place,  from 
a  more  Zen  place,  from  a  more  Tao-ist  place,  from  a  more 
effective  place;  it  brings  about  change  easier  with  less 
energy  (like  judo).  Then  every  time  I'm  "in"  for  a  while, 

I  find  myself  getting  lost  in  the  toxicity  of  the  Us  and 
Them  and  then  I  kind  of  go  around  the  spiral  again  and 
come  back  into  the  quietness  of  Being  and  then  come  back 
out.  And  to  me  those  rhythms  are  important  just  as  the 
seasons  and  the  cycles  are  important. 


*  *  * 
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DE  I' H  give  you  an  anecdote,  which  I  think  comes  to  the 
heart  of  it,  quite  well  in  my  personal  life.  We  were 
obstructing  the  tracks  at  Rocky  Flats  by  putting  our 
own  bodies  on  them.  It  was  a  very  good  location  for  a 
very  simple  and  very  non-violent,  non- threatening  action. 

If  you  sit  in  a  road  with  traffic,  as  we  did  the  other 
day,  I  was  uneasy.  How  would  this  come  about?  There's  a 
potential  there  for  causing  danger  to  drivers  and... appre¬ 
hension,  to  say  the  least.  I  was  worried  about  that. 

I'd  never  done  precisely  --  well,  I  had,  actually,  but 
as  it  worked  out  it  was  all  right.  There  were  so  many 
cameramen  there,  they  obstructed  the  traffic  for  us! 

RD  ...they  made  the  social  statement  first...! 

DE  ...but  the  railroad  track.,. the  train  didn't  come  very 

often  and  we  just  sat  there  until  the  train  came  and  no¬ 
thing  but  the  train.  And  this  train  was  going  into  the 
plant  to  bring  out  radioactive  waste.  Without  this  op¬ 
eration,  the  plant  could  not  function.  The  more  I  saw 
the  peculiar  strategic  location. . . 

RD  ...the  more  perfect  it  was... 

DE  . . . it  looked. . . 

because  Rocky  Flats  plant,  just  outside  Denver, 
produces  all  the  plutonium  triggers  for  all  our  thermo¬ 
nuclear  weapons,  so  that  if  it  stops  operation  you  can't 
have  any  more  new  weapons.  Our  side  of  the  arms  race 
ends.  We  sit  there.  In  effect,  were  allowed  to  sit  there. 
Radioactive  wastes  can't  come  out  and  they  can’t  add,  but 
it's  even  more  beautiful  than  that  because  our  weapons 
deteriorate  because  of  the  radioactive  characteristics  -- 
the  tritium  and  plutonium  have  effects  on  the  weapon.  So 
they  have  to  be  renewed  and  re- tooled  all  the  time. 

Rocky  Flats  does  that.  So  if  Rocky  Flats  couldn't  operate, 
the  stockpile  begins  to  go  down  at  a  steady  rate.  Marvelous 
So  just  by  sitting  there,  you  stop  the  arms  race... and  you 
reverse  it. 

RD  I  always  love  the  beauty  of  a  pure  symbol. 

DE  Well,  frankly,  when  I  saw  where  we  were  --  it  took  a  while 
I  said  "This  is  where  I  sit."  (Isn't  there  something  in 
French. .. "Here  I  stand."...?)  And  so  we  sat.  I  could 
see  that  I  was  going  to  go  for  broke  on  this  one.  I  de¬ 
cided  to  go  all  the  way  and  I,  in  a  way,  put  my  marriage 
on  the  line  very  much  at  that  time  --  which  is  the  most 
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important  thing  in  my  life,  relationship  in  my  life,  my 
partner,  Patricia,  who  had  been  through  the  Pentagon 
Papers  with  me  totally.  Thib  involved  being  away  really 
four  months  out  of  my  baby's,  Michael  Gabriel's,  first 
year  --  just  when  she  needed  me  and  he  needed  me  and  I 
wanted  to  be  there.  And  it  was  a  serious  risk  to  take 
with  that  relationship  and  had  a  cost,  actually,  which 
we  transcended  eventually.  But  I  just  thought  "This  is 
It",  partly  because,  by  the  way,  Rocky  Flats  was  making 
the  neutron  bomb;  and  I  believe  that's  one  of  those 
turning  points  that  makes  the  thing  less  reversible. 

It's  happening  now;  it's  too  useable;  it  makes  too  like¬ 
ly  that  small  wars  will  happen,  and  the  big  wars  will 
come  later.  I  really  wanted  to  stop  that.  This  was  in 
1978. 

Anyway,  the  anecdote  is  this.  I  was  very  concerned  that 
Michael,  who  was  then  approaching  one  year  old  -  May  12  - 
would  start  walking  while  I  was  away.  He  crawled  a  lot, 
but  he  hadn't  walked  yet  and  I  really  wanted  to  see  that 
and  I  hated  to  miss  it.  So  I  would  call  all  the  time  and 
Pat  would  ask  what  we  were  doing  and  what  was  the  action 
and  I  used  to  say,  "We're  just  sitting."  Then  I  would 
ask  "Has  Michael  walked  yet?"  and  Pat  said  at  one  point, 
"No.  Like  his  daddy,  he's  still  just  sitting." 

But  another  time  she  did  ask  me  whether  the  action  had 
evolved  in  any  way  and  I  said,  "Well,  there  are  people 
who  want  to  do  things  a  little  more  dramatically,  like 
go  up  to  the  gates."  They  told  us  they'd  shoot  us  if  we 
went  up  to  the  gates.  ...Challenge  them,  you  know, 
really  go  up  there,  be  a  bit  more  obstructive.  And  I 
said  no,  we're  right  here  where  we  should  be.  We're  not 
threatening  anybody;  I  said,  "All  we  need  to  do  is  sit. 
We’re  sitting  here  and  that’s  the  power  of  the  action. 

We  just  need  to  sit."  Pat  said,  "You  sound  like  Ro shi 
Baker."  (--our  friend,  the  head  of  the  Zen  Center — ) 

I  said,  "That's  right.  Sitting  is  reality,  sitting  is 
power,  sitting  is  all  you  have  to  do."  But  I  said, 
"Gandhi's  extension  of  Buddhism  is  that  it  does  make  a 
difference  where  you  sit." 

And  I  do  think  that  does  get  to  the  heart  of  it.  Alan 
Ginsberg  did,  indeed,  meditate  on  the  tracks.  And  he 
stopped  the  train.  And  that  was  a  good  place  for  him  to 
meditate  and  better  than  some  others.  I  think  that  was 
an  evolution  in  his  own  awareness  of  what  could  be  done 
in  this  particular  period.  He  did  return,  of  course,  to 
some  other  forms  of  activity  he  had  done  before  in  the 
'60's,  but  then  I  think  he'd  become  suspicious  of  it, 
skeptical,  and  disillusioned  in  part  by  his  mystical  and 
Buddhist  training.  And  it  did  involve  an  awareness  that 
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all  the  —  and  I  keep  coming  back  to  this  — pre-Gandhian 
answers  within  Buddhism  weren't  all  the  answers  and  that 
another  important  clue  was  given  by  Gandhi. 

RD  It  just  feels  to  me  that  there  are  different  Yogic  forms 
that  are  appropriate  to  different  times  and  different 
cultural  conditions  and  that  what  you  are  suggesting  is, 
again,  what  I  call  Karma  Yoga,  or  the  Yoga  of  coming  to 
the  One  or  to  liberation  through  participation  in  the 
forms  of  your  resistence.  And  that’s  the  question  of 
"where  you  sit”  --  not  whether  you  sit.  Whether  you  sit 
is  a  different  Yoga;  that's  called  Dhyana  Yoga,  which  is 
just  meditation.  And  Karma  Yoga  is  that  you  accept  your 
responsibility  as  a  member  of  the  community  and  where  you 
sit  matters.  Otherwise,  it  doesn't  matter.  You  just 
want  a  quiet  place  if  you're  just  doing  Dhyana  Yoga. 

So  it  seems  that  we're  talking  about  that  a  different 
Yogic  tradition  is  appropriate  --  not  to  all  times  and 
all  places  --  but  at  this  moment  for  us  in  the  west,  is 
there  a  way  we  can  get  some  kind  of  rapprochement  between 
the  whole  quality  of  the  meditative  act  or  the  spacious¬ 
ness  or  the  emptiness  or  the  zeroness  that  Gandhi  speaks 
about  —  and  sitting  on  the  tracks  and  social  action? 

That  to  me  is  a  very  exciting  challenge.  I  don't  really 
give  a  damn  what  history  has  said  about  whether  they've 
done  it  in  the  past  or  not,  because  the  conditions  were 
very  different.  India  was  a  time... 

DE  ...well,  yes  and  no... wars,  pover¬ 

ty,  tyranny  --  all  those  were  there  and  Buddhism  didn't 
change  them  very  much, 

RD  Well,  we  don't  know  whether  it  changed  them.  It  didn't 
change  them  totally,  but  maybe  they're  not  to  be  changed 
totally.  That's  what  any  Buddhist  would  say... 

...You  keep  trying  to  make  heaven  and  earth,  when  to  me 
there's  heaven  and  this  is  earth.  Earth  has  all  this 
stuff  in  it.  It  seems  ok  to  me.  I  mean,  I'll  do  my  best 
to  alleviate  it,  but  I  don't  expect  it's  going  to  be  alle¬ 
viated.  I  think  that's  what  this  classroom  is  about. 

And  I'm  not  laying  poverty  on  anybody,  or  suffering  on 
anybody,  but  I  think  that  anybody  is  kind  of  an  idiot  to 
get  such  a  narrow  view  (not  an  'idiot';  that's  awfully 
strong)  but  is  not  seeing  the  full  picture  to  take  such 
a  narrow  view  to  assume  that  suffering  is  without  some 
.redemptive  value  in  terms  of  the  growth.  I  experience 
the  human  existence  as  a  classroom  for  the  soul  —  not 
for  the  personality,  for  the  personality  is  pretty  heavy- 
duty  --  but  I  don't  identify  myself  with  my  personality 
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exclusively.  I  don't  exclude  my  personality,  but  I  don't 
define  it  exclusively.  So  what  we're  looking  for  is 
something  which  is  your  point  --  and  your  statement  was 
beautiful  --  not  only  whether  you  sit,  but  where  you  sit  -- 
and  then  how  your  sitting  works  in  both  senses.  The  pro¬ 
blem,  I  suspect,  was  that  when  you  were  busy  sitting  on 
the  track  you  were  really  so  wrapped  up  in  the  social  ac¬ 
tion  part  of  it  that  the  sitting  may  not  have  been  doing 
the  other  thing  for  you  because  of  the  "just  sitting"... 
because  you  couldn't  "just  sit".  I  think  the  way  you  sat 
on  the  track  and  the  way  Alan  Ginsberg  sat  on  the  track 
may  have  been  different  because  Alan  is  very  deeply  rooted 
in  the  sitting  practice  and  I  think  he  would  have  under¬ 
stood  that  at  both  levels,  perhaps  more  than  you  would 
have  coming  at  it  from  an  action  point  of  view. 

DE  Well,  he  did  sit  in  a  different  way.  And  his  way  was 

very  helpful,  very  important.  He  wouldn't  have  been  led 
at  that  time  in  his  life  to  have  gone  there  had  not  others 
been  there.  I  didn't  invent  this  action,  by  the  way; 
but  he  was  drawn  to  it. . . 

RD  ...oh,  he  was  drawn  to  it,  just  like  I'm  being 

drawn. . . 

DE  ...uh,  exactly. . .well,  are  you?  What  are  you  saying? 

(We’ll  let  that  go  by!)  ...What  did  you  say? 

RD  ...That  I  hear  what  you're  saying  and  that  it's  not  only 
that  you  sit  but  where  you  sit, 

DE  No,  but  you  were  saying  'you  were  drawn'? 

RD  I  am  being  slowly  drawn.  When  I  went  out  to  Rocky  Flats 
and  sat  in  the  middle  of  the  scene  --  I  didn't  sit  on  the 
track  because  I  wasn't  drawn  yet  to  that  level  of  action  -- 
or  necessarily  even  the  word  "yet"  is  in  quotes  because 
I'm  not  even  sure  that's  appropriate  for  me  --  but  I 
could  feel  myself  drawn;  because  the  minute  I  say  that  I 
have  an  incarnation  I  have  to  learn  from  and  invest  in 
and  honor,  I  am  irrevocably  and  inevitably  thrown  into  the 
stew  of  'where  I  sit'.  And  every  one  of  my  actions  has 
social  implications.  And  I  can't  be  naive  and  make  believe 
it  doesn't.  And  the  fact  that  I  have  a  car  and  get  on  a 
jetplane  or  turn  on  a  television  set  --  that  resonates  out 
into  the  poorest  person  who  is  starving  on  the  streets 
of  Bangladesh  at  this  moment  and  I  can't  make  believe  it 
doesn’t  any  more.  So  how  now  do  you  hear  all  this  when 
it's  so  complex  in  terms  of  the  determinants  that  are 
affecting  your  behavior?  It  feels  to  me  like  you  are 
open  to  information  and  you  are  open  to  the  emptiness 
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that  allows  you  to  hear  the  information  in  a  Gestalt  way, 
intuitively  out  of  which  comes  the  action. 

DE  But  you  know,  maybe  I'm  being  —  and  I  confess  it  easily 
may  be  that  I'm  being  a  little  defensive  about  this,  -- 
but  I  notice,  for  instance,  that  I  heard  in  what  you  were 
saying  a  moment  ago  your  assumption,  as  I  heard  it,  that 
not  only  was  Alan's  way  a  more  enlightened  way,  but  that 
it  was  "better"  somehow  and  that  was  the  way  to  do  it. . . 

RD  It  wasn't  better  from  a  social  action  point  of  view;  it 

was  better  from  the  liberation-of-all-beings-from-suf fer- 
ing  point  of  view.  Because  he  was  doing  two  things  at 
once  and  you  were  only  doing  one. 

DE  Let  me  just  say,  I  note  your  assumption  that  that  is  the 
case. . . 

RD  ...no,  I'm  saying  'if  that  were  true'  --  let's  put 

it  that  way. . . 

DE  ...what  I'm  saying  is  --  and  by  the  way,  the  way 

we're  discussing  this,  inevitably  we're  talking  about 
the  people  we  know,  people  who  are  well-known,  name-drop¬ 
ping;  it  sounds  elitist  —  let  me  not  focus  on  the  'fact' 
that  I  brought  Alan  to  the  tracks;  the  fact  is,  I  did  not 
bring  Alan  to  the  tracks.  1  had  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

A  lot  of  people  who  weren't  Buddhists  did,  though.  Some 
of  them  were  very  enlightened  beings,  but  not  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  way. . . 

RD  I  understand.  You're  bringing  me  into  the  whole  anti¬ 
nuclear  movement,  actually,  leading  me  by  the  hand,  gently. 

DE  ...I  am  saying  that  those  people  who  brought  me  into  that, 
and  who  brought  other  people  into  it,  both  in  the  Vietnam 
war  and  on  the  tracks  and  elsewhere  —  they  had  a  percep¬ 
tion  (not  to  put  it  in  grandiose  terms)  of  a  useful 
thing  to  do  which  I  think,  in  my  limited  experience  of 
mystical  tradition  and  Buddhist  tradition,  is  not  imme¬ 
diately  and  as  easily  available  to  people  in  the  mystical 
tradition. . . 

RD  ...but  without  the  mystical  tradition  it  wasn't 

available  either  because  that’s  what  Gandhi  contributed. 

And  he  contributed  it  because  he  had  that  rapprochement. 

In  the  60's  in  the  Vietnam  controversy  there  was  a  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  violence  in  the  interface.  It  was  not 
very  non-violent  in  our  country  in  the  interface  and  we've 
learned  a  lot  and  we  are  growing  and  that  is  the  rapproche¬ 
ment,  right  there,  the  fact  that  that  action  was  so  beau- 
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tiful.  That  is.  the  rapprochement. 

DE  ...Here's  what  I'm  defending... 

RD  ...but  it  would  have  been  nicer  if 

you  were  meditating  while  you  sat  on  the  tracks... 

DE  ...I'm  de¬ 

fending  the... Well,  you  know,  you  can't  think  of  every¬ 
thing  at  once! 

RD  ...that's  the  whole  thing  about  meditation! 

DE  ...and  when  you're  focusing  on  not  thinking  about  certain 
things  —  right?  —  I  mean,  when  you're  focusing  on  your 
breath  (and  I'm  not  putting  that  down)  you  aren't  focus¬ 
ing  on  some  other  things... 

RD  ...that's  only  one  form;  that 

wouldn't  be  an  appropriate  form  of  meditation  for  sitting 
on  the  track  at  that  moment.  You'd  be  using  the  breath 
as  the  train  coming  in,  as  the  people,  as  all  that.  You'd 
just  be  with  the  awareness  of  what  the  moment  was  and  you 
would  be  moving  into  quietness  through  the  stuff  of  life 
—  not  standing  in  lines  at  Post  Offices  and  things  like 
that,  not  saying  "Gee,  I  wish  I  could  go  home  and  meditate. 
Rather,  This  Is  It.  It's  what  Trungpa  calls  "meditation 
in  action" . 

DE  I  must  say,  I  have  never  found  myself  in  a  trap  before  of 
appearing  to  argue  that  I  sit  better  than  somebody  else! 
I've  heard  Buddhists  on  that... 

RD  Oh,  sitting  is  a  big  value  game  in  Buddhism! 

DE  Really,  this  was  not  an  ego  involvement  for  me  up  till 
this  particular  discussion.  No  one  has  ever  challenged 
me  quite  that  way  before.  Anyway,  I  think  your  point  is 
made.  I  believe  that  some  of  the  most  enlightened  beings 
in  the  world,  inour  society,  could  be  further  enlightened 
by  people  who  aren't  very  brilliant,  aren't  very  perfect 
or  pure . . . 

RD  ...that's  true ...  there ' s  not  a  doubt... 

DE  ...and  I  have  a  rather 

specific  notion  what  it  might  be  that  would  help.  I 
think  there's  certain  information  about  what  is  helpful 
to  do,  what's  useful  to  do  that  they  really  may  not  have 
thought  about. . . 
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RD  ...yeah,  I  understand... 

DE  I've  really  been  pondering. .. how  did  people  I  worked  with 
and  like  the  ones  I  worked  with,  also...  (Americans, 

good  family  men,  decent  and  religious,  even,  by  every 
normal  societal  standard)  develop  plans  like  this?  I 
really  pondered  this  for  a  long  time  --  twenty  years  -- 
and  just  lately  things  have  come  together  and  I  think 
I  see  a  large  part  of  the  answer  and  it's  this:  (The 
reason  I've  just  discovered  it  is  there's  a  new  book  out 
by  Gregg  Herken,  called  The  Winning  Weapon.  (Knopf),  a 
Yale  PhD  thesis  by  this  guy  based  on  declassified  early 
plans.)  They  declassified  almost  all  the  plans  up  to 
the  early  50' s.  And  these  are  plans,  now,  for  a  war 
with  Russia  in  a  period  when  Russia  didn't  have  nuclear 
weapons  and  wasn't  expected  to  have  them. 

RD  . . .we  had  them. . . 

DE  ...we  had  them... 

and  we  were  multiplying  them.  People  who  say  our  weapons 
are  only  for  second  strike  ignore  the  fact  that  our 
S.A.C.  (Strategic  Air  Command)  started  in  a  period  when 
there  were  no  Russian  weapons  and  started  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  delivering  these  weapons  cn  Russian  cities. 

So  what  these  plans  revealed  to  me  --  I  hadn't  known 
those  really  early  plans  —  he  was  planning  right  after 
Hiroshima,  in  the  event  of  any  conflict  with  Russia,  the 
whole  stockpile  was  to  be  used  as  fast  as  possible  on 
Russian  cities.  The  first  target  list  was  20  Russian 
cities.  But  we  didn't  have  twenty  bombs;  we  didn’t  ac¬ 
tually  have  them  for  several  years.  As  we  got  more,  the 
target  list  expanded  —  40  cities;  70-city  list;  110 
cities.  For  the  last  twenty  years,  all  of  the  200  cities 
in  Russia  over  100,000  population  are  targeted.  That’s 
been  true  for  twenty  years. 

0k,  now,  how  did  this  happen?  And  I  think  now  I  have 
the  clue  because  the  other  thing  they  reveal  are  their 
estimates  of  what  the  damage  would  be.  And  the  estimates, 
which  are  probably  accurate,  by  the  way,  are  startling 
in  a  certain  respect:  hit  20  cities,  hit  40  cities,  even 
by  1950  when  we  were  using  300  bombs  --  I  could  ask  you 
what  you  thought  they  thought  would  be  killed.  I'll  just 
tell  you.  The  answer  is  they  were  looking  at  figures  of 
deaths  like  two  million  to  ten  million.  This  is  in  1950. 

First  of  all,  take  that  —  you're  looking  at  ten  million 
and  they're  avoiding  a  non-nuclear  war  by  proposing  a 
threat  of  killing  two  million,  five  million,  ten  million 
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people.  First  of  all,  'they're  Russians,  they're  not  Us', 
to  begin  with  --  but  even  when  you  have  casualties  coining 
back  like  that,  those  are  World  War  II-like  casualties. 

The  Russians  lost  twenty  million  people  in  all  of  World 
War  II:  the  Germans  lost... I've  forgotten  the  exact... but 
several  million  more  soldiers  than  civilians  --  they  lost 
about  (the  official  figure  is  300,000  civilians)  several 
million  soldiers;  you  are  in  fact  dealing  with  numbers 
that  are  comparables.  Could  it  be  realistic? 

From  our  modern  years,  it  sounds  weird.  The  answer  is 
that  the  atom  bomb  was  a  very  limited  killer;  compared  to 
the  strategic  bombing  operations,  it  was  about  the  same 
level.  So  I  just  saw  a  picture  of  what  an  atom  bomb  — 
it  was  in  a  Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientists  in  1948  or 
'49  --  here's  what  an  atom  bomb  would  do  to  Manhattan. 

(This  was  an  Hiroshima- type  bomb.)  It  was  meant  to  be  a 
very  frightening  and  impressive  picture.  If  dropped  on 
the  Empire  State  Building,  it  would  destroy  about  12 
blocks  in  either  direction  —  can  you  imagine  that? 

Partly,  of  course;  the  concrete  muffles  the  blast,  so  in 
some  areas,  destroying  more  than  that.  So  I  looked  at 
that  picture,  that  tiny  little  circlel  Even  in  Hiroshima, 
more  people  lived  than  died  in  that  medium-sized  city. 

If  you'd  used  the  same  bomb  on  Tokyo,  you  wouldn't  have 
killed  any  more  people.  So  I  believe  that  this  is  humanly 
part  of  the  answer  here.  For  an  entire  decade,  they  were 
doing  nuclear  planning  for  using  nuclear  weapons  and 
threatening  nuclear  weapons  that  did  not  involve  them  in 
imagining  the  deaths  of  more  people  than  were  threatened 
by  the  war  they  had  just  come  out  of. 

I  will  tell  you  the  information  in  my  head  that  I've  been 
living  with  and  trying  to  understand  and  pass  on  and  change. 
It  is  this  information.  And  I  can  put  it  in  two  points. 

I  read  our  war  plans  in  the  late  50 's  and  in  i960.  I 
believe  I  was  (and  I  have  good  reason  to  know)  the  only 
civilian  who  had  ever  seen  these  highest  level  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  war  plans  --  their  guidance  for  Strategic 
Air  Command  and  its  war  planning.  It  gave  the  concepts, 
the  types  of  targets,  the  occasions  under  which  they'd  be 
used,  and  so  forth.  Because  by  1961  I  was  more  familiar 
with  war  plans  than  any  other  civilian,  I  was  given  the 
job  of  re-casting  the  Eisenhower  era  war  plans  by  issuing 
new  guidance.  And  I  wrote  that  and  MacNamara  did  issue 
it  and  my  guidance  was  the  new  guidance  for  the  war  plans 
for  the  next  several  years,  for  the  annual  operational 
war  plan  for  the  United  States  —  the  highest  level, 
general  war  nuclear  plan.  But  my  first  task  was  to  bring 
to  the  awareness  of  a  couple  of  other  civilians  (the 
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Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  President) .. .what  they 
didn't  know  about  those  plans  and  why  they  needed  to  be 
changed.  I  wanted  them  to  be  aware  of  two  things  in 
particular:  1)  the  fact  that  these  plans  were  "first 
strike"  plans  under  most  circumstances  —  not  out-of- 
the-blue,  initiation  of  hostilities,  but  they  were  plans 
for  the  initiation  of  nuclear  operations  by  the  United 
States,  in  many  circumstances ... in  actually  every  cir¬ 
cumstance  fighting  Russia;  ...and  2)  the  second  point 
was  that  under  all  circumstances  of  general  war,  they 
called  for  hitting  every  city  in  Russia  --  and  China. 

Even  if  the  war  initially  was  with  Russia,  they  actually 
called  for  destroying  Russia's  partner,  China.  I  thought 
it  was  very  important  that  our  President  know  this. 

I  drafted  some  questions  for  the  President  to  ask  the 
Joint  Chiefs.  One  of  the  questions  was,  "If  your  plan 
is  carried  our  as  planned  --  not  interfered  with  too  much 
by  the  enemy  or  the  weather  or  something  and  you  hit  the 
targets  you  need  to  hit  —  how  many  people  will  be  killed 
in  Russia  and  China?"  Now,  I  had  never  happened  to  see 
an  estimate  of  that  and  I  conjectured  there  wasn't  any. 

My  reason  in  drafting  that  question  was  I  thought  the  JCS 
would  either  have  to  drum  up  an  answer  which  would  be  in¬ 
evitably  very  small  and  ridiculous  and  then  we  could 
laugh  it  off  and  then  go  back  to  the  work.  What  they 
would  have  to  admit,  embarrassingly,  is  that  they  had 
never  estimated  that,  which  I  suspected  was  the  case. 
Bureaucratically,  that  would  put  them  on  the  defensive 
and  we  could  say  "What?  You  have  a  plan  and  you  don't 
even  know..."  ...good  reason  for  changing  it  or  looking 
at  it  again. 

I  was  wrong.  These  Americans... 

RD  ...and  he  asked  the  question? 

DE  ...he  asked  the  question,  among  others.  A  chart  came  up 

to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  President  which  showed 
computer  calculations  of  how  many  would  die  immediately 
in  Russia  and  China  and  how  many  month  by  month  in  the 
next  six  months.  And  it  rose  to  the  figure  of  325,000,000 
people . 


RD  hmm. 

DE  . . ; so  it's  realistic. 

RD  That's  quite  a  price  to  preserve  liberty,  isn't  it?! 
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DE 


...  so  they  knew.  Finland  would  be  wiped  out  by  fallout 
without  a  single  warhead  falling  on  it  by  attacks  on 
Leningrad  and  Murmansk  because  of  the  wind  patterns. 
Austria,  Afghanistan,  Pakistan  --  these  were  neutrals 
at  the  time.  Japan  would  be  wiped  out  by  fallout  from 
the  attacks  on  Eastern  Russia,  Vladivostok ...  and  China. 
Wiped  out  without  violence.  Europe  would  be  devastated, 
depending  on  which  way  the  wind  blew.  Then  you  have  the 
Russian  reply.  And  you  have  the  NATO  weapons  going  in, 
which  weren't  part  of  my  original  question.  The  total 
bill  could  not  have  been  less  than  five-to-six  hundred 
million  people.  So  this  is  a  plan  by  Americans  which, 
by  the  way,  was  not  a  conceptual  plan,  but  this  was  that 
year's  war  plan... 

...and  that  year  was  1961,  the  year  of  the  Berlin  crisis 
when  Kennedy  told  people  to  prepare  fallout  shelters  by 
the  end  of  the  year;  do  you  remember?  Remember  that? 

He  said  by  the  end  of  the  year,  have  your  fallout  shelter. 
That  speech  was  in  July  of  1961  just  before  the  Berlin 
Wall  came  in  --  the  height  of  the  crisis.  That  was  the 
year  --  I  should  bring  in  one  other  dimension  of  this  -- 
that  was  the  year  in  which,  early  on  in  the  year,  I  was 
still  under  the  impression  when  I  was  working  on  these 
plans,  when  I  framed  these  questions,  that  there  was 
something  of  a  missle  gap,  maybe  not  as  large  as  we 
thought  earlier.  Kennedy  had  campaigned  on  that  issue, 
that  the  Russians  would  have  immensely  more  missiles  than 
we  had  that  year  (1961).  What  we  had  by  the  middle  of 
the  year  was  40  Atlas  and  Titan  (an  earlier  Titan),  48 
Polaris  missies,  100  IRBM's  overseas,  3,000  bombers  in 
range  of  Russia.  The  Russians  had  190  Bombers  in  range 
of  the  U.S.,  and  4  I CBM's.  That  I  learned  by  the  end  of 
the  year.  That  meant  that  the  plan  that  I  was  working 
on  —  which  on  its  face  was  a  first-strike  plan  but  which 
I  had  understood  to  be  really  just  wishful  thinxing  in 
that  sense  because  'the  Russians  are  bigger  than  we  are; 
how  could  we  fight  them  first?' 

...This  was  the  plan  I  had  worked  on!  This  was  nothing 
but  a  first  strike  plan... there  was  no  chance  of  the 
Russians  attacking  us.  And  the  war  that  Kennedy  was 
warning  us  about  was  not  a  nuclear  war  that  would  be 
initiated  by  Russians,  something  I  think  understood  by 
almost  no  one  in  the  country.  Not  by  me  at  the  time, 
either. 


RD  But  you're  suggesting  the  fact  that  you  were  deceived  in 
the  middle  of  it,  in  the  highest  role  really  a  civilian 
could  have  in  it. . . 
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DE  ...not  really,  'cause  the  President  was  civilian  and  he 
wasn't  deceived... 

RD  ...yeah,  I  understand,  but  I  mean  in  that  role  of 

preparing  the  plans... 

DE  ...'high  status'  person 

RD  How,  uh... We've  got  to  see,  we've  got  to  focus  particu¬ 
larly  on  the  decision-making  people  and  ask  what  the  nature 
of  their  consciousness  is  that  they  either  reject  or  se¬ 
lect  or  distort  or  cannot  comprehend  or  cannot  grasp. , . 
because  it's  not  like  --  I  mean,  we're  treating  the  gener¬ 
als  or  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  as  if  they. ...  themselves 
...I  guess  they  are  in  some  sense... 

DE  I  want  to  emphasize,  at  the  time,  too,  I  was  under  the 

impression  that  the  President  — "if  the  Czar  only  knew!"-- 
would  really  want  this  information.  It  turns  out,  as  in 
Vietnam,  and  that’s  what  I  learned  from  the  Pentagon  Papers, 
the  President  was  part  of  the  problem.  He  wasn't  on  my 
team,  after  all«  I  thought  he  was.  However  reluctantly, 
he  was  serving  other  purposes.  He  had  different  prior¬ 
ities,  and  that's  true  of  every  President.  But  at  any 
rate,  now  --  to  go  back  to  what  we  were  saying  earlier  -- 
when  I  lecture,  I  don't  present  myself,  in  fact;  I  pre¬ 
sent  this  kind  of  information.  I  want  people  to  have  it. 

But  now,  having  done  it,  it's  a  lecture/monologue  and  I 
apologize  for  that.  But  having  done  that,  that  defines 
my  problem  and,  of  course,  as  I  see  it  not  only  "my"  pro¬ 
blem  --  "our"  problem.  And  the  problem  is  not  only  the 
existence  of  weapons,  not  only  the  existence  of  warfare... 
I'll  just  sum  it  up,  finally,  and  then  I  really  want  to 
pass  it  to  you.  What  I've  defined  here  is:  How  did  we 
get  to  600,000,000  people??  By  the  way,  according  to 
Herb  York  and  every  other... the  warheads  are  smaller  now, 
they  are  more  numerous,  they're  more  accurately  targeted 
on  the  cities  and  elsewhere;  the  number  killed  is  about 
the  same.  That's  on  both  sides.  We  are  actually  talking 
between  500,000,000  and  1,000,000,000  people.  There  are 
possibly  ecological  effects  that  will  make  it  much  bigger 
than  that,  even,  but  they're  not  'likely'.  We're  still 
talking  about  that.  How  did  we  get  there?  We  got  there 
by  a  decade  of  policy  --  this  is  more  conjectural  on  my 
part  --  and  I'm  giving  them,  maybe,  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt  —  I  think  the  answer  is  that  we  got  there  because 
the  plans  were  set  in  an  era  when  atom  bombs  were  not  too 
numerous  and  were  very  small  and  their  whole  thinking 
about  the  nuclear  age  was  determined  by  an  age  where 
nuclear  violence  was  not  greater  than  what  they  knew  they 
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had  already  been  doing  in  World  War  II  --  which  should 
have  been  objected  to  but  which  northern  civilization 
did  survive.  And  something  happened  in  the  mid-50's 
which  transformed  that  to  a  process  of  --  even  massacre 
is  hardly  the  word.  A  hundred  million  people  --  is 
"massacre"  a  word  for  that??  It's  something  without  any 
kind  of  precedent.  And  they  have  never  awakened  to  the 
facts... 1)  that  that  big  a  change  has  happened;  and 
2)  that  you're  now  in  an  area  where 
planning  of  this  sort 
really  must  be  forbidden. 


*  *  * 
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*  *  * 


DE  I  actually  was  in  dialog  for  the  first  time  yesterday 
with  a  high  official  of  the  Livermore  Laboratories  — 
first  to  agree  to  my  frequent  requests  that  we  have  a 
talk  and  let's  have  lunch  —  but  it  was  just  yesterday, 
in  short,  when  somebody  said  to  me,  "Well,  the  difference 
between  us,  it  seems  to  be,  is  whether  you  think  it's 
more  important  to  be  alive  or  free..."  You  know,  "dead 
or  Red"...  And  this  is  a  man  who  designs  nuclear  weapons, 
now,  thermonuclear  weapons.  He  said,  "That's  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  you  and  me."  I  said,  "No,  that's  not  the 
difference.  I've  had  the  occasion  in  many  spheres  of  my 
life  to  decide  whether  there  are  things  I  would  die  for 
and  I've  faced  that  issue  and  found  lots  of  things,  even. 
And  was  prepared  to  give  my  life  in  the  Marines  in  that 
context  --  Vietnam  --  and  when  others  showed  that  they 
were  ready  to  give  their  liberty  or  their  life,  I  was 
ready  to  give  my  life  for  that.  I  thought  I'd  be,  not 
dead,  but  imprisoned  for  the  rest  of  my  life.  Give  my 
life  for  freedom?  Not  only  for  someone  else's  freedom 
or  for  the  prospect  of  freedom?  Yes,  that's  one  of  the 
things  I'd  give  my  life  for  --  and  there  are  others... 
even  lots  of  others."  I  said,  "You  know,  you  and  I 
might  give  our  lives  this  afternoon  to  save  somebody  on 
the  street."  I  said,  "The  question  really  is:  'For 
what  would  I  participate  in  killing  ten  to  a  hundred 
million  people?  For  what  cause  would  I  massacre  indis¬ 
criminately?’  That's  the  issue  this  country  is  facing 
and  that's  the  issue  you're  facing."  And  I  said,  "Do 
you  believe  that  a  nuclear  war  in  Europe  --  just  in 
Europe,  limited  to  that  --  would  serve  the  cause  of  free¬ 
dom?  Anywhere  in  the  world?" 


RD  But  they  don't  know  any  other  way  to  plan... 

DE  Well,  now  I'm  going  to  ask  you,  if  there’s  where  we  are, 
how  do  we  deal  with  it?. .. together. . . 

RD  Together.  Be  together  is  the  way  we  do  it. 

You  can  hear  just  how  they  did  it,  how  they  got  into  it. 

I  mean,  it's  not  hard  to  put  yourself  in  the  position  of 
somebody  who  is  entrusted  with  the  responsibility  and  then 
that  kind  of  mentality  of  the  way  we  treat  opponents  as 
expendables  and  they  are  not  really  "600,000,000  people , " 
they're  600,000,000  Russians  and  Chinese  --  and  that's  a 
very  different.,. 
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DE  ...no,  no,  no  —  that  600,000,000  includes  "us"... 

RD  ...includes  us... but  it's  a  tricky  one,  because  we  want 
both  things  at  once.  We  definitely  want  to  protect  a 
certain  form  of  government  and  a  certain  set  of  economics 
and  we're  not  really  honest  and  we're  giving  them  mixed 
messages  all  the  time.  We're  saying  "Don't  do  bad  things 
—  but  nevertheless,  don't  let  us  down."  And  it's  very 
unfair  to  give  them  the  mixed  messages.  The  mixed  mess¬ 
ages  come  out  from  the  fact  that  we  are  a  mixed-message 
as  human  beings  in  this  culture.  We  are  not  straight 
ourselves  as  to  what  --  "Red"  and  "dead"  and  "kill  or  be 
killed"  —  and  they're  just  the  product  of  our  mixed 
motivation  that  we  want  our  superiority  and  specialness 
and  we  want  our  protection  of  our  plot,  and  yet,  at  the 
same  moment  we  want  to  look  good  in  our  own  eyes.  We 
want  to  be  moral  people;  we  don't  want  to  hurt  other 
human  beings.  And  it  isn't  clear  that  human  beings  want 
more  to  be  moral  than  they  want  to  be  —  and  in  this  case, 
not  "alive"  because  they're  the  front  line  --  but  in 
general  what  they're  empowered  to  do  is  to  preserve,  fin¬ 
ally,  more  Americans  than  Russians  so  that  the  American 
culture  survives  and  the  Russian  culture  doesn't  survive. 
So  that's  where  the  identity  comes,  finally,  because 
they're  not  going  to  save  themselves,  as  you're  pointing 
out. 

DE  Actually,  to  be  again  fair  (and  why  not?),  I  don't  believe 
that  any  of  them  that  I  knew  and  very  many  of  them  at  all 
want  in  any  sense  to  see  a  nuclear  war  --  certainly  a  big 
nuclear  war.  There  certainly  have  always  been  people  who 
felt  that  the  demonstration  effect  of  a  small  nuclear  war 
would  be  very  good  politically,  and  I  believe  that  our 
administration  has  such  people  right  now. . . 

RD  ...I  know  it  does... 

DE  ...and  at  high  level  clearance.  But  I  don't  think  that 

even  this  administration,  which  is  far  out  on  this  scale, 
wants  this  and  yet  there  are  statements  that  we  could 
live  through  it  and  so  forth. . . 

RD  ...and  that's  what  everybody  is 

counting  on.  See,  you've  got  to  feed  that  into  the  com¬ 
puter,  too.  Don't  pass  it  off  so  lightly!  Because  in 
all  of  the  kind  of  ominous  quality  of  the  way  you  present 
material  of  it  getting  out  of  hand,  keep  in  mind  those 
human  qualities  that  nobody  really  does  want  that. 
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DE  Well,  I'll  tell  you  what  the  Livermore  guy  said  to  me  the 
other  day.  He  said,  "Of  course,  what  I  worry  about  is 
accident."  —  as  well  he  might,  you  know;  he  knows  the 
weapons.  He  said  that  what  he's  proud  of  doing  at  Liver¬ 
more  —  this  is  interesting,  funny  in  a  way  —  he  said, 
"You  know,  I'll  tell  you  why  we’ve  got  to  keep  testing 
and  keep  designing.  We  could,  if  given  the  order  (it 
would  take  a  while)  but  we're  on  the  verge  of  being  able 
to  design  a  weapon  that  a  terrorist  couldn't  use  if  he 
captured  it,  because  if  he  fiddled  with  it,  it  would  have 
a  kind  of  a  melt-down  within  the  mechanism.  It  would 
become  inoperable,  and  permanently  inoperable,  so  if  you 
fooled  around  with  it  in  an  unauthorized  way,  trying  to 
make  it  work,  trying  to  use  it,  it  would  simply  become 
a  dud. " 


RD  ...yeah,  the  spy  game... 

DE  Oddly,  it  was  funny.  He  said  this  with  great  enthusiasm, 
telling  why  he  was  so  good  that  he  was  doing  what  he  was 
doing  and  why  Livermore  must  go  on  working  —  and  I  had 
just  gotten  arrested  a  week  earlier  for  saying  that 
Livermore  should  not  be  doing  it  --  we  feel  quite  strong¬ 
ly  about  this.  It  was  an  odd  example  he  used  because  I 
said,  "You  know,  I've  been  in  Livermore  once  before  with 
Sam  Cohen  the  "father  of  the  neutron  bomb"  who 

has  worked  with  Livermore  people.  I  had  the  clearances, 

I  had  the  badge;  we  could  go  anywhere.  I  talked  to 
Johnny  Foster  --  he  became  the  head  later  --  on  that  pro¬ 
posal.  But  that  was  1961=  He  told  me  they  were  ready  to 
do  it  right  then!  Are  you  telling  me  that  twenty  years 
later  you've  never  done  it?!" 

But  actually  he  said,  "...yes."  Yes,  in  a  word.  They 
hadn't  done  it.  The  point  being,  though,  he  was  so 
proud  that  they  were  making  the  weapons  safer,  which  is 
something  of  an  admission,  if  it  needs  admitting,  that 
they're  not  safe.  They  need  to  be  made  safer.  And  he 
thinks  this  is  terribly  important  to  keep  doing.  He's 
worried  about  the  accident. 

My  information  that  I  wanted  to  bring  to  him  was  this: 
in  addition  to  all  the  risks  of  accident  —  which  are 
obvious  by  keeping  this  going  --  unauthorized  actions, 
theft,  and  this  sort  of  thing  —  there  is  the  danger 
which  most  people  in  the  system  don't  know,  of  deliber¬ 
ate  initiation  of  this  war  by  not  just  people  like 
"Russians"  (whatever  that  means)  and  not  just  people  like 
Idi  Amin,  but,  indeed,  like  people  like  every  one  we  have 
elected  to  be  President  since  the  bomb  --  every  one  of 
them  has  considered  the  imminent,  imminent  use  of  nuclear 
weapons  first  in  an  ongoing  crisis.  Little-known  fact 
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which  I  didn't  know  at  the  time  but  is  knowable  now.  I 
think  people  need  to  know  it. 

RD  And  how  do  you  change  that?  And  the  question  is,  do  you 
change  that  by  dealing  directly  with  those  people?  Or 
do  you  deal  with  that  by  moral  coercion  on  them,  assuming 
that  they  don't  want  to  listen  because  they  are  so  pro¬ 
grammed  --  are  they  "us"  or  are  they  "them"  --  can  we 
treat  them  as  "us"  or  can  we  treat  them  as  "them"?  Are 
they  having  any  kind  of  motives  that  we  don't  have?  Or 
are  they  entrusted  by  us  to  do  the  part  of  our  "us"  that 
we  don't  want  to  do?  I  mean,  who  are  these  people  in  the 
sense  of  the  human...  I  think  it's  great  that  you  open 
these  dialogs  —  like  you  said,  you're  going  to  meet  with 
government  officials,  perhaps  others.  I  think  those 
dialogs  are  great  and  I'm  sure  the  church  is  going  to  have 
more  dialogs.  It  seems  to  me  that  information  and  bring¬ 
ing  the  whole  thing  out  into  the  open  in  the  kind  of  forum 
is  one  of  the  vehicles  for  public... of  a  representative 
democracy.  At  some  level  this  is  still  a  representative 
democracy.  And  Congress,  although  there  is  a  tremendous 
inertial  quality  in  it,  it  does  still  work  that  way. 


DE  What's  your  answer  as  to  how  to  do  this?  ...You're  ask¬ 
ing  the  question...  I  don't  mean  Your  Answer  —  but  I 
mean,  how  do  you  bear  on  this,  who  do  you  deal  with? 

How  would  you  approach  it? 

RD  I  keep  looking  and  reaching  for  those  metaphors  or  those 
ways  of  saying  it  that  doesn't  make  anybody  "them"  -- 
that  treats  the  human  condition  that  everybody  can  hear 
it  and  feel  it  at  a  level,  such  that  it,  in  some  way, 
slightly  moves  them  in  a  direction.  For  the  person  on 
the  street,  it  might  move  them  to  join  a  protest.  For 
the  person  in  the  Pentagon,  it  might  move  them  to  slight¬ 
ly  reconsider  the  solidity  of  their  position.  But  the 
question  is,  where  do  you  get  in  to  the  human  condition? 
Because  you  don't  do  it,  I  don't  think,  with  fear.  I 
think  that's  milked  as  far  as  it  can...  I'm  not  even 
sure  that  you  do  it  with  reason,  which  is  really  your 
strategy  of  information,  facts,  reasons... 

DE  ...part  of  my  strategy.  I  mean,  it  was  not  acci¬ 

dental  that  I  was  speaking  to  this  same  man  having  been 
arrested  the  week  before... 

RD  ...yes,  yes;  I  understand.  And  I  guess  you 

do  it,  like  your  arrest,  by  example.  Spiritual  changes, 
changes  in  mass  consciousness  —  I  feel  that  most  of  the 
predictions  we  make  are  based  on  inertia,  on  'nothing's 
going  to  happen,  really '...' it ' s  just  gonna  go  more  and 
more  and  more'.  And  I  don't  experience  that.  I  exper- 
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ience  that  there  are  critical  points  in  change  where  you 
can  protest  one  day  and  a  month  later  you  can  do  the  same 
protest  again  and  it's  heard  entirely  differently  by  a 
whole  culture  because,  like  a  Three  Mile  Island  event, 
or  something  like  that,  by  any  kind  of  natural  phenomenon 
or  unnatural  phenomenon  that  might  occur.  So  I  don't 
rule  out  the  basic  survival  of  the  spirit  of  humankind. 

I  think  that  Poland  is  a  mixed  example  at  this  moment. 

It's  got  a  little  bit  of  it  in  it.  We  can  feel  it  in 
the  Solidarity  movement  --  a  certain  screaming  of  pain 
of  a  group  of  people  about  imposition.  And  that  message 
is  affecting  all  of  our  hearts  in  a  certain  way.  That's 
changing  the  nature  of  the  way  everybody  listens  to  your 
message  each  time.  In  a  way,  I'm  feeling  the  collectivity 
of  consciousness  that's  involved  in  the  world.  And  I 
watch  these  shifts  that  occur  at  critical  moments  of  mass 
shifts,  mass  consciousness  shifts,  like  movements  of  ice- 
flow,  and  I  really,  perhaps,  see  that  the  leaders  are  the 
followers;  they're  not  the  leaders.  They  follow;  you 
lead  and  they  follow  and  we  get  caught  in  them  leading 
and  thinking  that  we've  got  to  get  to  them  because  they' re 
the  source  of  power  --  but  they're  very  reactive  --  and 
what  are  they  reactive  to?  They're  reactive,  finally,  to 
the  individual;  well,  I  come  back  to  the  individual  hu¬ 
man  heart,  or  the  individual  consciousness. 

DE  Let  me  answer  the  question  you  posed  a  little  earlier, 
possibly  a  little  different  answer  than  you  implied. 

(Who  do  we  focus  on?)  I  don't  answer  this  a  priori,  but 
at  this  point,  I  find  my  hope  in  people  other  than  the 
ones  who  are  in  power. 


RD  . . .yes. 

DE  ...and  in  their  potential  for  change. 

Without  saying  there  isn't  potential... 

RD  ...  no ,  I  agree . . . 

DE  ...And  I'll  just  say  when  I  have  these  dialogs  with  people 
which  doesn't  happen  very  often  --  in  part,  it's  almost 
for  personal  reasons  or  it's  for  minor  tactical  reasons, 
not  because  I  believe  a  lot  of  hope  lies  in  those  people. 

If  the  mass  of  the  public  were  effectively  the  same  in 
values  —  even  though  they're  not  in  the  same  positions  -- 
I  wouldn't  know  where  to  stand  where  the  leverage  would 
come.  I  could  still  hope  for  mass  conversion.  I  wouldn't 
be  as  hopeful  as  I  actually  am. 

Here's  what  the  information  that  I've  just  told  you  tells 
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me:  We've  already  said  "a  group  of  leadership  leads." 

Not  just  military,  by  any  chance;  definitely  led  by 
civilians  who  do  know,  at  the  top  (  Churchill  in  World 
War  II  and  the  Presidents  since  then  --  not  all  of  their 
assistants,  but  the  men  at  the  top).  They  have  convinced 
themselves  that  not  just  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  is  to 
be  rejected,  not  just  that  Jesus  was  wrong  --  ironically, 
everybody  but  a  pacifist  practically  is  saying  that  --  whe¬ 
ther  they  realize  it  or  not  —  they're  saying  the  "just 
war"  theory  is  obsolete.  The  "just  war"  theory  is  a 
way  of  justifying  war  by  asserting  and  maintaining  lim¬ 
its  on  violence  in  a  given  situation  and  these  are  people 
now  who  said  "no  limits  are  appropriate;  any  amount  of 
violence;  there  really  is  no  limit..." 

With  that  in  mind,  they  leaped  very  quickly  from  the 
threshold  of  the  tens  of  millions  of  dead  of  the  50 ' s 
to  the  hundreds  of  millions  of  the  60's.  And  if  they 
noticed  it  at  all,  it  didn't  stop  them.  "Whatever  is 
necessary  to  threaten  whatever  it  is..." 

RD  ...yeah.  "Buy  the  players,  do  whatever  you  need  to  win 
the  game."  That's  what  we  tell  the  football  coaches! 

DE  ...just  what  there  is,  is  a  kind  of  religion. .. and  its 
Gospel  is  perhaps  another  kind  of  religion. . . 

RD  ...this  is  another  kind  of  religion. .. "win  over  all". 

DE  It's  not  Christian,  for  sure,  because  with  all  of 

Christian's  hypocrisy  and  concessions  and  compromising, 
it  did  maintain  this  particular  ideal  and  they  have  re¬ 
jected  that.  It's  not  part  of  their  ideals  at  that 
point  any  more.  So,  they  do  have  a  different  religion; 
in  that  respect,  they're  very  dangerous.  And,  of  course, 
it's  not  just  Americans. 

RD  But  they're  very  reactive,  too.  They  are  not  free  play¬ 
ers. 

DE  No,  they're  not  free;  they're  very  powerful.  They're 

disproportionately  powerful  to  their  numbers  by  an  enor¬ 
mous  amount.  They  are  not  all-powerful  --  they  are  not 
even  as  powerful  as  they  think. 

RD  No,  in  fact,  they  aren't  that  powerful  at  all,  I  don't 
think . 

DE  Ok,  but  now. . . 

RD  ...I  think  they're  just  part  of  a  system  that 
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we’re  just  feeding  all  the  time... 

DE  ...but  say  the  public  at  large  has  power,  which  I  believe, 
and  the  ending  of  the  Vietnam  war  showed  it... but  say 
they  basically  agreed  with  these  people,  had  the  same 
religion. . . 

RD  They  basically  do,  at  the  moment.  They  seem  to... 

DE  I  think  not;  and  that's  where  I  put  my  hope  at  the  moment. 

RD  So  what  you're  doing  is  sort  of  spelling  out  what  reli¬ 

gion  we  are  functioning  under  in  the  hopes  that  people 
will  say  "Hey!  I  don't  want  to  be  part  of  this  religion." 

DE  Right.  My  hope  --  and  I  have  hope  --  my  hope  is  pre¬ 
sently  based  on  the  fact  that  the  values,  the  restraints, 
the  sense  of  purpose  in  who  we  are  and  what  we  are 
allowed  to  do  and  who  we  are  serving  --  you  know,  what 
our  identity  is  and  who  are  our  family  —  all  these  basic 
feelings,  while  they  obviously  have  been  greatly  influ¬ 
enced  by  nationalism  in  this  country  and  in  other  coun¬ 
tries  have  not,  I  think,  indoctrinated  a  mass  of  people 
in  the  country  to  an  acceptance  of  massacre  as  a  tool  of 
policy  --  My-Lai  on  a  scale  of  a  thousand  --  as  the  way 
we  fight  wars. 

RD  Dan,  before  you  get  too  optimistic,  --  I  used  the  foot¬ 
ball  image.  Look  at  the  increasing  number  of  examples 
in  which  football  coaches  justify  really  horrendous 
moral  breaches  —  University  presidents  justify  their 
coaches  justifying  it  --  for  "winning"  and  I  wonder  whe¬ 
ther  or  not  the  up-shot  of  our  frontier  mentality  and 
isn’t  really  "winning  over  all"  --  maybe  we  are  over¬ 
estimating  the  disparity  between  those  leaders  and  the 
mass  of  the  people  at  their  unconscious  level  of  wanting 
to  win  and  wanting  to  preserve  their  space... 

DE  ...first  of  all,  my  per¬ 

ception  on  this  is  not  shared  by  all  people  or  maybe 
most  people,  and  not  by  all  that  I  work  with  and  I'm 
often  being  told  that  I'm  naive.  It  is  my  belief,  ac¬ 
tually.  There  is  some  evidence  for  it.  Let's  just  sti¬ 
pulate  or  accept  for  discussion  that  facts  I've  just  told 
you  I've  asserted  are  true. 

RD  ...yeah;  right. 

DE  ...they  are,  actually,  but  that's  my  worry. 

You  didn't  know  them,  most  of  them,  did  you? 
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RD 


No. 


DE  Well,  you're  not  any  different  than  any  others.  Now, 

why  didn't  you  know  them?  I  guarantee  you,  some  of  them 
were  hard  to  find  out  because  they  were  secret;  they 
were  kept  secret.  Why  was  it  necessary  to  keep  them 
secret?  What  is  the  nature  of  our  planning,  why  were... 
alliances  secret? 

RD  Because  our  public  moral  stance  is  different  than  our 

private  moral  stance  and  the  government  we  hire  to  hold 
on  to  our  private  moral  stance  —  but  we  don't  want  to 
make  it  all  too  public. 

DE  You  might  be  right.  That  is  a  possible  answer.  That 

could  explain  the  secrecy.  They  are  protecting  us  from. . 

RD  ...The  conspiracy  among  all  of  us  is  "Do  what  you've 

gotta  do,  but  don't  tell  us  too  much  because  we're  not 
going  to  stand  for  it  publicly." 

DE  ...yeah;  "we  would  rather  not  know..."  That's  possible. 

I  find,  and  this  isn't  conclusive  at  all,  but  I  find 
when  I  do  inform  people  like  this,  or  when  I  interact 
with  audiences  —  not  all  of  whom  have  come  to  hear  me 
because  they  agree  with  me;  they've  come  because  they've 
heard  my  name;  they  don't  know  why,  exactly.  They're 
rather  mixed,  often  --  their  immediate  reaction  is  not 
"well,  all  right..." 

By  the  way,  I'll  tell  you  what  the  reaction  of  this  guy 
at  Livermore  was;  it's  interesting.  I  was  very  disap¬ 
pointed  in  it.  I  thought  "Aha!  I'll  really  get  through 
to  them."  I  gave  him  this  article  to  read.  He  said, 
"Well,  that  all  seemed  very  understandable  to  me..." 
(...all  these  threats  I  was  describing  —  first  strike 
threat,  and  the  first  use  threats,  Korea,  and  Indochina) 
and  I  said,  "You  had  heard  of  those  before?"  He  said, 
"Oh,  I  had  heard  of  some  of  them,  like  Cuba,  for  example. 
I  said,  "Yes,  Cuba  was  public;  Berlin  was  public;  but 
these  others  were  secret.  Did  you  know  about  Quemoy? 

Did  you  know  about  Korea  in  1953?  Did  you  know  about  Khe 
Sanh?"  No,  he  didn't  know  about  any  of  those.  But 
he  emphasized:  "But  I  didn't  find  it  surprising..." 

Well,  all  right,  so  he  goes  on  working. .. that ' s  why  he's 
there.  But  I  can  tell  you,  frankly,  in  my  experience 
I  was  amazed.  That  was  the  first  American  that  I  had 
run  into  —  he  happens  to  design  nuclear  weapons  --  I 
hadn't  run  into  an  American  that  had  reacted  that  way. 

I  find  people  who  hear  whom  I  meet  later  in  jail  --  not 
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all  of  them,  but  I  mean  individuals.  Many  people  came 
up  to  me  in  jail  --  I  was  in  a  room  with  40  people  -- 
and  they  said  "...You  ought  to  know  why  I'm  here." 

RD  ...because  'I  heard  you'  or  'I  read  you'... 

DE  ...it  was  all  just  information,  wasn’t  exhortation.  So 
I  know  that  it  has  some  effect.  And  they  changed  their 
lives,  they'd  never  gotten  arrested  before.  Arrest  isn't 
the  only  thing,  of  course,  but  they  go  into  the  Freeze 
Movement  (the  bi-lateral  freeze  that's  going  on  in 
California)*,  they  do  this  and  that.  I  think  the  informa¬ 
tion  does  help  that  along.  I  draw  from  that,  this:  that 
(by  the  way,  you  can,  of  course,  be  against  the  nuclear 
arms  race  without  knowing  any  of  this  ;  ‘it  just  looks 
bad...)  ...there  are  a  lot  of  people  who  aren't  active 
against  it  and  some  of  them,  I  find  their  ignorance, 
which  is  an  enforced  ignorance,  has  been  functional  for 
the  government.  Their  ignorance  has  kept  them  apathetic... 

RD  ...functional  for  them,  too.  Because  that's  what  they 

hired  the  government  to  do.  You're  making  the  "them"  from 
"us". 

DE  Some  of  them,  yes.  I  make  distinctions.  Others,  when 
they  get  that  information,  however  painful  it  is  —  and 
how  can  it  be  other  than  painful?,.. 

RD  ...yes,  how  can  it  be  other  than  painful?  It's  terribly 
painful. . . 

DE  ...to  discover  that  one  or  another  of  those 

Presidents  they  hardly  voted  for. . . 

...it's  painful,  yet  they  thank  me  for  it.  I  say  "me" 
because  this  is  information  from  my  background  and  I  happen 
to  be  a  purveyor  of  this  information.  The  others  get  it 
from  other  people,  like  Physicians  For  Social  Responsibility. 
But  they  say  thanks,  now  I  know  what  the  problem  is,  I  know 
there's  something  that  can  be  done,  and  especially,  they 
get  the  feeling  that  the  fact  that  they've  been  lied  to 
suggests  that  the  President  must  have  thought  that  there 
were  a  lot  of  people  out  there  who  needed  to  be  lied  to. 

And  I  think  the  President  was  right.  I  think  the  Presi¬ 
dent  was  right  about  that.  And  they  immediately  sensed 
"...if  this  had  been  surrounded  by  so  much  secrecy,  it 
must  mean  that  there  are  a  lot  of  people  whose  potential 
reaction  is  like  mine;  there's  a  lot  of  "us"  out  here..." 
That  particular  "us"  gets  bigger. 
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You're  no  longer  caught  in  what  might  be  true,  what  is 
sometimes  true,  that  'the  President  is  one  of  "us"  on 
this  issue.'  I'm  not  rejecting  that,  a  priori,  I'm  just 
saying  it's  important  to  discover  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  is  not  "one  of  us"  on  this  issue.  The 
President  is  one  of  those  who  has  come  to  believe  that 
our  interest  in  oil  and  our  interest  in  status  and  that 
demand. . . 


RD  ...whoever  that  is,  we  have  created  roles  in  society 

where  we  have  put  people  who  represent  certain  values  in 
ourselves  that  we  really  want  kept  there  and  done  with, 
but  we  don't  want... 


DE  ...I  do  hear  that  point,  which  may  well 

be  true.  It's  a  shrewd  observation.  The  President  is 
doing  what  we  unconsciously  want  —  or  what  we  tacitly 
want,  all  of  us,  basically.  I  heard  that  during  Vietnam 
and  I  hear  it  now,  mainly  from  people  who  were  disillu¬ 
sioned  with  action  or  were  explaining  why  they  weren't 
doing  it.  I  just  tell  you  that  as  empirical  data.  I'm 
not  laying  that... 


RD  ...No,  because  I  think  that  the  action  must 

take  into  account  the  honesty  of  our  predicament,  which 
means  the  unconscious  way  in  which  we  are  trying  to  pre¬ 
serve  our  6%  (our  economic  advantage)  and  as  soon  as 
we're  willing  to  cop  to  what  our  situation  is,  then  there 
will  be  an  honest  change.  Otherwise,  we're  building 
hypocrisy  upon  hypocrisy  in  a  certain  way.  And  we're 
just  giving  a  more  complex  mixed  message. 


DE  People  told  me  during  the  Vietnam  war  when  I  was  in  the 
process  of  making  these  decisions  about  the  Pentagon 
Papers  —  a  Senator  told  me,  who  had  been  very  much  a 
collaborator  up  to  that  point  on  other  matters  (he  didn’t 
know  about  the  Pentagon  Papers)... I  was  pressing  him  to 
do  a  filibuster,  to  do  something  that  no  Senator  ever  did 
from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  war.  (Senators  fili 
buster  right  and  left,  against  civil  rights,  whatever; 
never  on  Vietnam.)  And  he  said,  "Face  it  Dan,..."  (... 
this  was  1971 ;  American  casualties  were  way  down,  going 
way  down,  on  the  down-swing;  the  cost  of  the  war  was 
going  down;  what  was  not  going  down  was  Vietnamese  casual 
ties.  The  bombing  was  going  up.  The  refugees  were  going 
up.  The  media  did  not  present  that  figure;  they  only 
showed  charts  every  week  to  show  how  the  casualties  were 
going  down,  the  U.S.  casualties.)  His  point  was,  he  said 
"Face  it,. Dan,  the  American  people  don't  care  about  Viet- 
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namese  casualties  and  there's  no  way  to  make  them  care." 

And  I  said,  (This,  by  the  way,  was  the  same  argument  that 
many  other  people  had  when  they  said  "don't  talk  about 
Vietnamese  casualties;  talk  about  'the  cost  to  our  budget'"). 
We  hear  the  same  in  the  arms  race  now.  My  father  said  it 
to  me  the  other  night.  (He's  92.)  I  said,  "Dad,  how  can 
we  get  people  to  change  this?"  And  he  said,  "Well,  they're 
concerned  about  inflation,  they're  concerned  about  the 
budget;  maybe  you  ought  to  concentrate..."  ...meaning 
he's  very  with-it.  That's  reasonable,  practical  advice. 

You  don't  talk  about  Vietnamese  casualties,  don't  talk 
about  what  we  do  to  them  --  talk  about  the  cost  to  us; 
that’ll. . . 

...The  trouble  was  that  Nixon  had  a  strategy  for  reducing 
the  cost  to  us.  It  continued  to  increase  the  cost  to 
them,  so  he  took  away  your  argument,  if  that  was  your  only 
argument.  But  I  remember  saying  to  this  Senator,  I  said, 

"You  know,  you  may  be  right;  you  may  well  be  right.  I 
know  lots  of  evidence  for  that.  If  you're  right,  I  don't 
see  any  way  to  end  the  war  --  for  this  reason:  the  Ameri¬ 
can  costs  were  going  down  and  if  the  cost  to  other  people, 
other  humans  'don't  matter'  to  Americans,  there's  no  way 
to  get  them  to  end  it.  I  don't  believe  it's  right..." 

I  remember  saying  this  --  it  was  January  of  1971*  I  was 
in  the  process  of  putting  out  the  Pentagon  Papers  that 
came  out  in  June.  But  I  was  just  telling  him  where  I 
was  and  I  said,  "I'm  ready  to  take  other  actions.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it's  worth  doing  on  the  bet  that  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  do  care  about  what  they're  doing  to  other  people, 
somewhat. " 

And  now  I'll  tell  you  what  I  think  I  learned  from  Vietnam 
on  that  issue  and  what's  happening  now  —  and  I  do  apply 
it  now. 

RD  Was  this  to  get  the  people  to  care? 

DE  A  lot  of  people  really  cared;  but  that  doesn't  contradict 

the  experience  that  I'm  sure  is  in  your  mind,  which  is  how 
easy  it  is  for  all  of  us  to  be  unconcerned  about  earth¬ 
quakes  here  and  devastations  there  that  we  think  we're 
not  responsible  for.  We're  selective,  I'm  selective  -- 
I  got  more  involved  in  Vietnam  than  in  others.  Also, 
when  they  are  involved,  they  are  for  various  interests, 
like  "not  losing",  "not  suffering  the  shame  of  defeat"  -- 
whatever,  they  are  willing  to  kill  people,  a  lot  of 

people  and  they're  willing  to  see  their  sons  die.  That's 

true... in  a  cause  that  ain't  that  go od,  even.  So  what  do 
you  do  with  people  like  that?  They  are  not  as  willing  to 
massacre  women  and  children,  non-combatants,  to  an 


-35- 


indefinite  level.  They're  not  as  willing  as  their  lead¬ 
ers  are.  They're  not  as  willing  as  the  guys  who  struggle 
all  their  lives,  the  men  who  struggle  all  their  lives  for 
positions  of  power  which  are  defined  above  all  by  the 
global  life-and-death  powers.  People  who  want  that  job 
are  not  exactly  the  same  as  you  and  me,  or  they're  not 
the  same  as  their  wives,  or  their  children.  They  are  a 
bit  different.  And  there  are  lots  of  people  like  them, 
no  doubt.  ...But  I'm  thinking  the  American  people,  when 
the  cost  went  way  down  in  '73  and  '?4  and  '75  —  the  costs 
were  really  minor  compared  with  other  things  we  were  doing  - 
they  said,  "We  don't  want  to  spend  any  more  money  to  kill 
Vietnamese.  Not  many  Americans  are  dying  any  more?  We 
don't  want  any  to  die  any  more.  We  want  that  over  with. 
Enough  of  that!  The  cause  isn't  good  enough  for  us." 

Their  Presidents  didn't  have  that  belief.  Carter  didn't 
have  that  belief  --  it's  not  just  Reagan.  Carter  was 
willing  to  call  it  the  noble  cause;  he  supported  until 
virtually  the  end.  Nixon,  the  others  --  Ford  --  they 
thought  it  was  worth  going  on.  There  was  no  limit.  I'm 
saying  there  is  that  difference.  The  nuclear  issue  poses  it 
..The  nuclear  issue  brings  it  right  up.  I  hear  now  what 
I'm  saying  as  I  talk  to  you  --  and  it  is  this:  the  re¬ 
ligion  of  the  American  public  is  not  pacifism,  it  is  not 
unilateral  disarmament  --  it  may  never  be,  or  not  for  a 
long  time.  But  it  is  not  the  religion  of  their  leaders. 

And  it  is  a  religion  in  a  broad  sense  of  the  cultural... 

RD  ...framework... 

DE  ...that  I  think  will  not  permit  them  to  continue  support¬ 
ing  the  role  this  country  is  playing  -  if  they  understand 
what  that  role  is... 

RD  ...yes...  ...yes... 

DE  ...I  believe  I  must  bring  them  to  that 

awareness. . . 

RD  ...of  just  how  horrendous  we  have  become,  what  kind 

of  monsters  we  have  become  in  the  world  --  not  just  "us" 

—  we're  very  easy  to  put  down  Khaadafy  or  Khomeini,  and 
so  on,  but  we  won't  really  look  at  ourselves  in  terms  of 
the  monstrosity  of  the  role;  we  can  hardly  get  a  hold  of 
it. 

DE  Very  simple.  I  haven't  really  defined  our  policy;  the 
policy  they  don't  understand^  and  I  think  they  would  not 
support,  is  a  policy  which  defends  American  interests 
around  the  world  as  defined  by  our  leaders  —  interest 
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essentially  in  maintaining  a  global  status  quo,  extremely 
favorable  to  this  country  as  a  whole  and  in  particular  to 
those  leaders  and  their  elites  who  support  them.  They 
are  committed  to  maintaining  that  by  any  means  necessary; 
that  means  we’ve  discovered  assassination  (we  didn't  know 
that) ;  it  certainly  means  coups  and  covert  action;  it 
means  aid  and  military  regime  —  torturing,  murderous, 
brutal  regimes  --  as  in  El  Salvador;  it  means  military 
advisors  and  troops,  as  we're  now  thinking  of  sending  to 
El  Salvador  and  we  did  send  to  Vietnam.  And  all  that  the 
public  has  learned... 


RD  ...yeah,  and  it  may  mean  first  strike... 

DE  ...and  it  means  first  use. 

They're  as  willing  if  it  means  first  use  of  nuclear  wea¬ 
pons.  And  to  make  that  threat  credible,  they  lean  against 
people  who  may  be  allies  of  the  Soviet  --  it  wouldn't  be 
a  big  problem  to  make  it  credible  if  the  Soviets  didn't  have 
nuclear  weapons. . . 

RD  ...so  one  strategy  is  to  say  "We  Americans  believe  the 
following:..."  -  I  mean,  to  enunciate  a  religion... 

DE  "...we  don't  believe  in  initiating  nuclear  war." 

RD  Or  say,  like:  "Here  is  who  we  are  at  this  moment:..." 

and  say  we  do.  believe  in  it.  I  mean,  make  explicit  who 
exactly  we  are  at  this  moment  by  assuming  that  these 
people  do  represent  who  we  are.  And  then  let's  say,  "Do 
you  join  this  club  or  don't  you  -  and  if  you  don't  join 
the  club,  what  are  you  going  to  do  about  it?"  I  think 
enunciating  what  you've  already  bought  into  is  the  way... 
....and  the  person  says  "I  didn't  buy  into  that!" 

"...oh,  yes,  you  did,  my  friend!" 

And  I  think  accepting  responsibility  for  what  a  represen¬ 
tative  democracy  is  about  is  a  way  to  force  the  change. 

You  force  people  to  say  "I  am  responsible  for  this" 
rather  than  "they're  responsible  for  this." 

DE  I'd  add  one  thing  —  that’s  a  good  idea,  I  mean  I  hear  a 
good  approach  in  what  you're  saying,  and  this  is  quite 
compatible  with  what  you  said  --  not  just  to  approach  it 
in  policy  terms  ("we  like  this;  we're  against  that...; 
the  budget’s  too  big..."  -  whatever).  I've  always  felt 
that  this  was  a  deeply  moral  issue,  among  other  things, 
and  my  own  reaction  to  it  I  experienced  as  a  moral  re¬ 
action,  very  much.  I  also  believed  that  the  change 
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would  never  be  strong  enough,  broad  enough,  or  committed 
enough  unless  it  was  widely  perceived  as  a  moral  issue  -- 
not  by  everybody  in  a  movement  against  these  things,  but 
by  a  lot  of  people  who  led  the  way  or  who  took  specially 
committed  action. 

It  was  important  to  see  that  people  who  are  recognized 
as  specialists  in  moral  matters  by  their  position  or  by 
the  fact  that  they  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  in  theology 
or  ethics  were  being  totally  silent  on  these  issues  and 
I've  always  felt,  until  this  year,  how  can  I  —  I  can 
talk  with  expertise  about  these  facts  which  I  think  are 
relevant  --  how  can  I  say  "...and  by  the  way,  I  think 
this  is  deeply  wrong  and  immoral  and  against  various 
codes  of  morality  which  are  held,  no  doubt,  by  many  of 
you..."  when  every  established  church  in  sight  is  being 
either  silent  or  is  on  "the  other  side"? 

RD  In  other  words,  what  the  issue  is,  now,  is  to  make  moral¬ 
ity  a  real  variable  in  decision-making. 

DE  Now  that  the  church  leaders  are  doing  this,  now  I  can 
say,  wonderfully,  "Marvelous!  I  agree  with  that;  I'm 
part  of  that!" 


RD  ...Rather  than  try  to  slip  it  in  under  the  economic  or 
under  the  political... 


DE  ...or,  as  I  was  saying,  present  myself  as 

though  I  was  starting  a  new  religion,  somehow. 

RD  We  have  to,  at  some  point,  another  time,  see  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  kind  of  "mystic  understanding"  and 
"moral  codes"  because  those  are  two  different  levels  of 
the  game.  We've  been  focusing  now,  more  and  more,  on  the 
moral  considerations  of  human  beings,  but  the  mystic  con¬ 
text  in  which  that  exists  is  very  different.  And  that's 
another  level  out  of  the  whole  thing.  And  those  two 
have  to  be  brought  to  terms  with  one  another  because  the 
highest  morality  comes  out  of  something  beyond  morality  - 
not  "immorality,"  but  something  beyond  morality  —  not 
out  of  fear  and  not  out  of  imposition  from  without.  My 
feeling  is  that  I'm  not  particularly  interested  in  using 
mysticism,  per  se,  as  a  teaching  body  of  knowledge  to 
change  this  situation,  but  I'm  interested  in  having  that 
funnel  down  into  the  quality  of  the  way  the  morality  is 
brought  to  the  surface.  And  that  flip  from  economic/poli 
tical  to  moral  is  an  exquisite  one  that  we're  playing 
with  here. 
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Well,  for  my  final  comment,  it  occurs  to  me  that  many  of 
the  people  who  are  most  influential  in  my  own  thinking 
were  religious,  were  within  a  religious  tradition.  And 
virtually  every  one  that  I  can  think  of  was  part  of  the 
mystical  tradition  of  that  particular  religion,  which 
actually  separated  him  or  her  from  the  main  body  of 
their  religion,  actually,  on  the  whole.  By  that  stan¬ 
dard,  you  may  have  a  great  future  .  .  . 


...Well,  we  both  have  interesting  pasts  —  and  we  may 
have  interesting  futures! 


...  a  new  future . . . 

I'm  learning  a  great  deal  from  you.  I  assume  that  this 
is  a  continuing  dialog  and  it's  going  to  go  on  and  on  -- 
and  I . . . just  really... 


treasure  it. 


•  •  • 


. . . treasure  it. 


On  February  9,  1982,  Daniel  Ellsberg  and  Ram  Dass  met  to  explore 
the  nature  of  our  planet’s  thermonuclear  peril.  How  did  we  get  here? 
How  may  we  sit  and  get  our  bearings?  What  need  we  learn  and  do? 
How  might  our  species  begin  to  walk  together  away  from  the  brink? 

A  videotape  recorded  their  search.  The  audio  track  of  that  final  edited 
videotape  is  almost  the  exact  text  of  this  transcript,  retaining  the 
rough-hewn,  run-on  tangle  of  words  and  thoughts  characteristic  of 
animated,  exploratory  dialog,  unpolished  and  immediate. 

Enclosed  are  not  final  words  but  First  words.  The  thinking  of  each 
continues  to  grow  and  expand.  This  transcript  simply  sets  the  stage  on 
how  the  coming  together  of  spiritual  and  humanely  political  could 
become  healing  for  world  wounds.  Such  search  is  crucial.  From  what¬ 
ever  sources,  sufficient  healing  must  occur  lest  it  all  become  cosmi- 
cally  academic,  and  too  late.  Their  exploration  and  example  can  lead 
us  toward  our  own. 


